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Attached is the Record of Decision (ROD) for the Eastern Diversified Metals Superfund
Site in Rush Township, Pennsylvania. Several minor changes were made to the ROD since the
Proposed Plan was issued. EPA decreased the numerical values of the soil cleanup levels for
dioxin, phthalates and lead in response to concerns expressed during the comment period from
the public and the natural resource trustees. Because contaminants have not migrated deeply,
EPA expects only a very minor change in the cost of the remedial action as the result of these
reduced cleanup levels. Although the need to test for gas generation and determine the need for
landfill gas controls is a normal part of landfill design, the ROD explicitly states this need, in
response to concerns by the public.

The Wilkes-Barre office of the PADEP concurred with the selected remedy and their
concurrence letter is attached.

I recommend that you sign the attached document.
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Northeast Regional Office (570) 826-2511
FAX (570) 830-3051

Mr. Abraham Ferdes (3HS00)

Hazardous Site Cleanup Division

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
Region III

1650 Arch Street

Philadelphia, PA 19103-2029

Re: Letter of Concurrence
Eastern Diversified Metals NPL Site
Rush Township
Schuylkill County

Dear Mr. Ferdes:

The Commonwealth of Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection has reviewed
the July 2001 Final Record Of Decision (ROD) for Operable Unit 4 (“OU4”) for the Eastern
Diversified Metals (“EDM”) NPL Site. This Record of Decision was developed by EPA to
address a change in the remedial action for the fluff pile (OU3) and modify some aspects of the
previous ROD for Operable Unit 1. EPA has selected in-place closure of the fluff pile.

The major components of the remedy include:

» (Grading the fluff to less than 4:1 slopes and covering the fluff with a RCRA equivalent,
multi-lined cap system.

» Excavation and placement under a RCRA equivalent, multi-layer cap of all site soils
contaminated above the cleanup levels listed in the Record of Decision summary.

* Management of storm water runon/runoff and diversion of overburden groundwater
around the cap containment system. This will be accomplished by controls such as storm
water diversions/swales/basins, an upgradient trench for diversion of overburden
groundwater, and relocation of the downgradient collection trench to contain impacted
overburden groundwater and leachate for treatment. The impacted overburden
groundwater and leachate will be conveyed to the existing site treatment plant for
treatment prior to discharge to the Unnamed Tributary of the Little Schuylkill River.

» Study gas generation in the fluff pile and if necessary install a gas collection and
treatment system.

*  Groundwater monitoring and if necessary landfill gas monitoring



Mr. Abraham Ferdes (3HS00) -2- November 15, 2001

Institutional controls to prevent certain access and to prevent damage to the cap and
associated structures.

Site inspections and maintenance to sustain the protectiveness of the cap.
Elimination of the requirement to remove PCB hotspots detailed in the Record of

Decision for OU1 due to EPA’s conclusion that the PCB hotspots did not really exist and
were the result of a lab analysis problem.

The Department concurs with the selected remedial action with the following conditions:

EPA and the PRPs have claimed that the congeners PCB 1221 and PCB 1232 are not
present at the Site. If found at the Site, the Department’s Statewide Health Standards for
these PCB congeners in Soil are PCB 1221 = 2.5 mg/kg and PCB 1232 = 2.1 mg/kg.

The Department reserves all its rights related to future Remedial Actions and Remedial
Design specific ARARs, to ensure compliance with Pennsylvania Act 2, Chapter 250,
Administration of Land Recycling Program cleanup standards.

EPA will assure that the Department is provided an opportunity to fully participate in any
negotiations with responsible parties.

This concurrence with the selected remedial actions is not intended to provide any
assurance pursuant to CERCLA Section 104(c)(3), 42 U.S.C. Section 9604 (¢)(3).

The Department reserves its right and responsibilities to take independent enforcement
actions pursuant to state and federal law.

This letter documents the Department’s concurrence with the remedies selected by EPA in
the ROD for the Eastern Diversified Metals Site. If you have any questions, please feel free to
call me at the above number.

MWQQ

William MeDonnell
Eegional Director
AlatthrastBogumal Ciffues
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RECORD OF DECI SI ON
EASTERN DI VERSI FI ED METALS SI TE
Qperable Unit 4

PART | - DECLARATI ON
I. SITE NAME AND LOCATI ON

EASTERN DI VERSI FI ED METALS SI TE
RUSH TOMSHI P
SCHUYLKI LL COUNTY, PENNSYLVAN A

I'1. STATEMENT CF BASI S AND PURPCSE

This Record of Decision ( ROD) presents the selected renedial action for Qperable Unit 4
(Fluff Pile) and nodifies some aspects of the previous ROD for Operable Unit 1 at the
Eastern Diversified Metals Site in Schuylkill County, Pennsylvania. The sel ected renedi al
action was chosen in accordance with the Conprehensive Environnental Response,
Conpensation and Liability Act of 1980, as anended, (CERCLA), 42 U.S.C 88 9601 et. seq.;
and, to the extent practicable, the National G| and Hazardous Substances Pol |l ution
Contingency Plan (NCP), 40 CFR Part 300. This decision is based on the Admnistrative
Record for this Site.

The Pennsyl vani a Departnent of Environmental Protection (PADEP), acting on behal f of
the Commonweal th of Pennsyl vania, concurs with the sel ected renedy.

I1l. ASSESSMENT OF THE SI TE

Pursuant to duly del egated authority, and pursuant to Section 106 of CERCLA, 42 U S.C
Section 9606, | hereby determne that actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous
substances fromthe Site, if not addressed by inplenenting the response action selected in
this Record of Decision (ROD), nmay present an immnent and substantial endangernent to
public health, welfare, or the environnent.

I'V. DESCRI PTION OF THE SELECTED REMEDY
The problens at the Eastern Diversified Metals Site are conplex. In order to sinplify and

expedite renedial action at the Site, EPA has divided the Site into nanageabl e conponents
called “operable units” (OJ). The OUs are as follows:

o hotspot areas (fluff and soil areas contam nated with dioxin above target |evels)
sedinents and soils contam nated with nmetals above target |evels m scell aneous
debris

(0974 ground wat er

[0V} the remai nder of the fluff pile.

After EPA was unsuccessful in recycling the fluff as required by the ROD for QU3, EPA
defined the new fluff renedial actions studied in a new Focused Feasibility Study as:

s change in renmedy for QU3 and minor changes to past RODs. This nunbering change was
made to accomodate the structure of EPA' s acconplishnent tracking data base system

Non- ground wat er conponents of the renedy selected in the March 1991 RCD addressed

what EPA has deternmined to be the principal threat at the Site, the dioxin-contam nated
areas of the fluff pile. This principal threat has been addressed by a renoval action at
the site, with the contamnated fluff sent to an offsite hazardous waste incinerator. The
1991 ROD al so addresses sone fluff contam nated with noderate | evels of PCBs;

net al s-contam nated soils and sedinents; mscellaneous debris; and surface water (QUL).



The ground water conmponents of the renedy selected in the March 1991 ROD were intended as
an interimaction to initiate shallow ground water restoration, while collecting

addi tional information on the practicability of deep ground water restoration. A |eachate
collection and treatnent system has been constructed and it addresses the risk from

shal  ow ground water and | eachate. The No Action ROD issued in Septenber 1993 addressed
the deep ground water at the Site (QOUR).

The remedy selected in the July 1992 RCD was intended to reduce or elimnate threats
presented by the remaining fluff by recycling this material and properly disposing of
hazardous residuals (QU3). The alternative selected in that ROD (recycling) was found to
be inpractical after aggressive efforts to recycle the material failed. This ROD selects a
contai nnent renedy for the massive fluff pile present at the EDM Site. This ROD al so

revi ses several aspects of previous RODs which need to be changed. This will be the fina
ROD for the EDM Site. The ROD contains the follow ng el enents

. Gading the fluff pile to less than 4:1 slopes and covering the fluff pile with a
RCRA equivalent multi-lined cap system
. Excavati on and pl acenent under a RCRA equivalent, multi-layer cap of all site soils

cont am nated above the cleanup levels listed in this Record of Decision Sumary.

. Managenent of stormwater runon/runoff and el evated overburden ground water around
the cap contai nment system

. Study gas generation in the fluff pile and if necessary install a gas collection and
treatment system

. G ound water nonitoring and if necessary landfill gas nonitoring

. Institutional controls to prevent certain access and to prevent danage to the cap
and associ ated structures.

. Site inspections and mai ntenance to sustain the protectiveness of the cap

. Eli mnation of the requirenent to renove PCB hotspots detailed in the Record of
Deci sion for QUL due to EPA's conclusion that the PCB hotspots did not really exist
and were the result of a lab anal ysis probl em

V. ROD DATA CERTI FI CATI ON CHECKLI ST

The following information is included in the Decision Summary section of this Record of

Deci sion. Additional information can be found in the Admnistrative Record file for this
site.

. Chem cal s of concern and their respective concentrations.

. Baseline risk represented by the chemicals of concern

. Cl eanup | evel s established for chemi cals of concern and the basis for these |levels

. How source materials constituting principle threats are addressed

. Current and reasonably anticipated future | and use assunptions and current and
future beneficial uses of ground water used in the baseline risk assessnent and ROD.

. Potential |and and ground water use that will be available at the Site as the result
of the Sel ected Renedy.

. Esti mated capital, annual operation and mai ntenance costs (O&V), and total present
worth costs, discount rate and the nunber of years over which the renedy costs are
pr oj ect ed.

. Key factors which led to selecting the renmedy



VI. STATUTORY DETERM NATI ONS

The selected renedy is protective of human health and the environnment, conplies with
Federal and State requirenments that are legally applicable or relevant and appropriate to
the remedial action, and is cost-effective.

This renmedy utilizes permanent solutions and alternative treatnment technol ogies, to the
nmaxi mum extent practicable, and satisfies the statutory preference for renedies that
enpl oy treatnment that reduces toxicity, nmobility, or volume as a principal elenent.

Because the selected remedy in the previous EOD for Operable Unit 1 will resultin
hazardous substances remaining onsite, a review under Section 121(c) of CEECLA 42 TT.3.C.
B96210c), will be conducted within five years after initiation of the Operable Thnit 1 remedy to

EfISUTE th cted remedy 15 providing protection of human health andthe environment.
7 MOV 2 6 2001

Thomas C. Voltaggid |} Date
Acting Regional Adrministrator
Region I




RECORD COF DECI SI ON
EASTERN DI VERSI FI ED METALS

PART Il - DEC SI ON SUMVARY

. SITE NAVE, LOCATI ON AND DESCRI PTI ON

The Eastern Diversified Metals Site (“EDM) is located in Rush Townshi p, Schuyl kil l

County, Pennsylvania and is approxinmately one mle northwest of the intersection of Routes
54 and 309 in the town of Hometown. The Site is approximately 1000 feet west of Lincoln
Avenue (SR1021) at the western end of a light industrial park. The EPA Site |ID nunber,
used in EPA s national database of NPL Sites is PAD 980830533. EPA is the | ead agency and
t he Commonweal th of Pennsylvania is the support agency for the EDM Site. The Site is an
industrial property containing a nmassive waste pile of chipped plastics conposed of

al um num and copper wire insulation (“fluff”).

The Site originated as a processor of alunm numand copper wire. The EDMfacility used a
chi pping process to renove the insulation fromthe wire and cabl e and separated the copper
and al um num which was then sent for recycling. The waste fromthe chipping process was
dunmped in a waste pile at the Site, and down the hill behind the processing building
creating a nountainous waste pile of chipped plastic insulation (“fluff pile”) which was
exposed to the el ements.

1. SITE H STORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTI VI Tl ES

The EDM Site is a closed nmetals reclamation facility |ocated in Rush Townshi p, Schuyl kil |
County, Pennsylvania (see Figure 1 - Note: Al ROD figures are found in Appendix I1).

Bet ween approxi mately 1966 and 1977, the Eastern Diversified Metals Corporation (“EDM)
recl ai ned copper and al uminumfromwi re and cabl e inside a processing building on the EDM
property. Plastic insulation surrounding the netal cable and wire was nechanically
stripped and separated fromthe metal using gravitational separation techniques enploying
air and water. EDM pl aced the waste insulation material on the ground behind the
processing buil ding, over time formng the “fluff pile.” Since this naterial was di sposed
before the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1980 (“RCRA’), the fluff pile is not
subj ect to the RCRA hazardous waste regul ations, as long as the material is not taken out
of the area of contam nation or treated. EPA however, nay deemthat sone aspects of those
regul ations do apply under CERCLA when the regul ations are both rel evant and appropriate
for the site conditions.

The fluff fromthe wire insulation was conposed prinarily of polyethylene plastic (“PE")
and pol yvinyl chloride plastic (“PVC'). Additionally, the fiber used to separate the wires
fromthe outside sheath contributed a bi odegradabl e component. Many conpounds are added to
wire insulation to inprove the properties of the plastics. This includes |ead, zinc,

pht hal ates and possibly PCBs, as well as nany other conpounds. Plastics break down under
sunlight and as the plastics weather rel easing these conpounds. This is the prinary source
of contanination at the EDM site.

State Enforcenment Hi story

. Decenber 1970: The Pennsyl vani a Departnent of Health inspects the site and
deternmines that the site disposal area is accunul ati ng enough waste to require a
solid waste disposal permt.

. April 1971: EDM submits an application to the Pennsylvania Department of Health to
operate a 25 acre landfill at the Site.
. February 1972: The Pennsyl vani a Departnent of Health inspects the Site and finds EDM

in violation of Pennsylvania's Oean Streans Law as a result of |eachate fromthe



pile entering the on-site stream

. Decenber 1973: The Pennsyl vania D vision of Solid Waste Managenent inforns EDM t hat
a pernmitted | eachate collection and treatnment systemand a ground water nonitoring
systemneeds to be installed before a landfill permt can be issued.

. March 1974: The Pennsyl vani a Departnent of Environmental Resources (“PADER’)

(Currently the Pennsyl vania Departnent of Environnmental Protection -“PADEP’) and EDM
enter into a Consent Order to install a |leachate collection and treatnent system
EDM constructs the required systens and submts an application for a Water Quality
Managerment Permit.

. Decenber 1975: EDMreceives a National Pollutant D scharge Elimnation System
(“NPDES”’) permit and the water treatnent system begi ns operations. The treatnent
plant is still operating and is part of a | eachate nanagenent systemthat also

includes erosion control neasures, surface diversion ditches, and two shal | ow ground
wat er interceptor trenches that convey |eachate to an on-Site treatnent plant. The
treatnment plant operated under an NPDES permt issued by the PADEP, Bureau of Water
Qual ity Managenent until 1997 when the permt expired. Under CERCLA, a formal pernit
is not required, but the plant nust neet permt equival ent discharge requirenents.
The treated effluent discharges to an unnaned tributary leading to the Little

Schuyl kill R ver.

. 1977: EDM ceases all operations at the facility and transfers ownership to Theodore
Sall, Inc. (“Sall”). The building housing the processing equipnent is sold to
Bernard Gordon. The property is nanaged by a Sall enpl oyee, who operates the
treatnent plant, conducts nmai ntenance, and handles Site security.

. June and Novenber 1979: Honetown Fire Departnent extinguishes small fires on
portions of the nmain fluff pile. Sall excavates the burned areas and installs
tenperature sensors. In 1987, pursuant to a Consent Order with EPA, Sall constructed
a chain link fence around the Site. No fires have occurred since the fence was
installed. D oxins are produced in snoldering fires when chlorine is present. The
snol dering PVC was a rich source of chlorine for the production of dioxins and one
area of the fluff pile contained high levels of dioxin which required
renoval /i nci nerati on.

. 1983 and 1984: PADER conducted a chemi cal and aquatic biol ogical investigation of
the Little Schuylkill River, all of its tributaries and all of its point source
di scharges, including the EDM Site. PADER concluded that an evaluation of the effect
of the EDMSite on the Little Schuylkill R ver could not be nmade due to the acid
m ne drai nage conditions in the area.

EPA | nvol venent Begi ns

In 1985, EPA sanpled the site soil, surface water, |eachate, stream sedi nent, |eachate
runof f path sedinent and ground water to gather data in order to further assess the site.
Sall hires an independent contractor to sanple and anal yze the surface water, ground

wat er, |leachate, fluff and soils on the EDM Site.

Sanpling activities conpleted between 1984 and 1987 by Sall, PADER, and EPA reveal ed the
presence of organi c conpounds including phthal ates, phenols, ethyl benzene, tol uene, and
pol ychl ori nat ed bi phenyls (“PCBs”) in the seeps and sedi ments, and i norgani c contam nants
including | ead, copper, zinc, alum num and nmanganese in surface water, sedinents, and

| eachat e seeps.

The Site was proposed for inclusion on the National Priorities List (“NPL”) in June 1986,
and was fornmally placed on the NPL in Septenber 1989. Between 1987 and 1990, Sall and AT&T
Nassau Metals Corp. (“AT&T") conducted a Renedial Investigation (“RI”), R sk Assessnent
(“RA") and Feasibility Study (“FS’) for the Site under a Consent Order with EPA. This
Consent Order was signed on Cctober 19, 1987. The R characterized the nature and extent



of contam nation present at the Site; the RA evaluated the risk to public health and the
environnent posed by the Site; and the FS described various cl eanup technol ogi es for
addressing Site contam nation. In February 1991, EPA issued a Proposed Renedi al Action
Plan in which EPA divided the Site into operable units (“OJs”) as follows:

Qul hotspot areas (fluff and soil areas contami nated with dioxin and PCBs above cl eanup
| evel s)
e sediments and soils contam nated with netal s above target levels
e mscel |l aneous debris
e upgrade | eachate treatnent plant
QR ground water

QU3 the renmminder of the fluff pile
ROD #1- (perable Unit 1

On February 19, 1991, EPA held a public neeting on the Proposed Plan, and in March 1991
issued its Record of Decision (“ROD') in which EPA selected incineration of the principal
threat, fluff, and soil areas (those areas contam nated with dioxin and noderate |evels of
PCBs); renoval of contam nated stream bed sedinents, netals- contam nated soils, and

m scel | aneous debris; stabilization of incinerator residuals, soils, and sedinents, if
necessary; enhanced shall ow ground water collection; and further study of the deep ground
wat er system This shallow ground water is overburden ground water/ |eachate. At the tine
of this ROD, EPA's analytical results indicated that PCB concentrati ons above 25 ppm were
localized in a few snall areas, but in these small areas, concentrations were very high

Unilateral Oder #1 - for ROD#L

In Septenber 1991, EPA issued a Unilateral Administrative Oder (“Order”) to AT&T and Sal
pursuant to Section 106 of CERCLA, requiring AT& T and Sall to inplenent portions of the
remedy described in the March 1991 ROD. This Order only required debris renoval

addi tional ground water studies, fence naintenance and continued nonitoring be conducted
The order did not require inplenentation of the renedy for renoval and incineration of the
PCB and di oxi n hotspot areas, upgrade of the |eachate treatnment plant, sedinent renoval
upgrade of the stormwater | agoon, or installation of additional |eachate collection
trenches. Renedial Design for renoval of the mscellaneous debris was conpleted in late
1992. In 1993, approxi mately 6,600 cubic yards of debris (consisting of unprocessed wire,
wood, scrap netal, soil, and fluff) were renobved fromthe Site and transported to a
hazardous waste landfill for disposal

Unilateral O der #2 for ROD#L

On March 2, 1994, EPA issued an Order which required that Nassau Metals (a subsidiary of
AT& T whi ch subsequent|y becane Lucent) to inplenent the remai ning renedi al actions
required by the Septenber 1991 ROD, including dioxin hotspot renoval, upgrade of the

| eachate treatnent plant, sedinent renoval fromthe adjacent stream upgrading the storm
wat er | agoon and installation of additional |eachate collection trenches.

Hot spot Renobva

In Septenber 1991, AT&T petitioned EPA to reopen the March 1991 ROD (RCD-QUL), claimng
that the PCB analytical results reported and relied on in the R, RA and FS were
inaccurate. Along with their petition, AT& T attached nore recent anal ytical data show ng
that PCBs were present at |ower concentrations in the PCB hotspot area than indicated by
the original analyses. In Decenber 1991, AT& T sanpled the fluff material and, with the
aid of analytical techniques which were not available at the tine the original anal yses
were perforned, determined that the levels of PCBs in the fluff nmaterial were, in fact,

| ower than was previously believed. These anal yses al so reveal ed the presence of

Pol ychl ori nat ed Napht hal enes (“PCNs”) in what was fornmerly defined as the “PCB hotspot”
area. It appears that the reported PCB levels were due to a msidentification by the |ab
anal ysis of PCNs as PCBs. PCNs may have been used as a fire retardant to coat the wire, or
in the paper insulation in sone electrical wire and cable. A nmni-RA by Dr. Roy Snith, of
EPA, was performed and a meno was sent to Steve Donohue dated April 6, 1994 which
docunented the results. The RA concluded that the PCNs in the fluff appeared to pose no



significant health risk to workers if the fluff were recycled. The assessnment however
noted the lack of detailed studies on PCNs. A review by the Site toxicol ogist confirned
that there is still relatively little toxicological data on PCNs and there are no federa
or state standards. The nolecules are large and |like PCBs, are relatively imobile.
Additional detailed studies of the fluff material were conducted during the design phase
of the recycling remedy. Nunmerous sanples indicated that the average PCB concentrations
wer e about 50-60 ppm and individual fluff sanple concentrations ranged from15 to 125
ppm Virtually all sanples collected contained | ess than 100 ppm PCBs.

At the tine of the March 1991 ROD, EPA believed that there were only snmall hotspots of
PCBs and that incineration was both appropriate and cost effective. An unusually rigorous
human heal th based performance standard required the excavati on and incineration of al
fluff with PCB concentrations either above 25 ppm or above a nunber to be defined by fate
and transport nodeling. However, no fate and transport nodeling was ever conducted for
PCBs at the Site by EPA. Based on nore recent PCB sanple analysis of the fluff pile, EPA
does not believe that fate and transport nodeling is necessary or appropriate

As witten, the March 1991 ROD woul d have required the incineration of the entire fluff
pil e because it is above 25 ppm PCBs. When EPA selected incineration for the hotspots, EPA
expected to incinerate a relatively small anount of nmaterial, not the entire fluff pile
EPA generally only selected incineration for nuch higher levels of PCBs than the |evels
present in the fluff. Additionally, this fluff is 30 percent PVC, which can produce high

| evel s of dioxin when incinerated. In fact, when pilot tests of a simlar wire fluff were
conducted at another Superfund Site (i.e., MNMnufacturing Site), high dioxin emssions
were produced. The production of dioxins led to a change in the renedial action at the MV
Site. Thernmal desorption will now be used at the MNSite instead of incineration and the
treated soil will be placed under a soil cover. In sumary, the alternatives presented in
the Proposed Plan for QU4 will address all of the fluff pile, and incineration is not
necessary or appropriate

The 1991 Unilateral Order did not require incineration of PCB hotspots; (greater than 50
ppm because of the evidence submtted by AT&T which indicated that hotspots of PCBs did
not exist. Fate and transport nodeling was conducted for dioxin mgration which produced a
cleanup | evel that was higher than the perfornmance standard of 20 ppb. The ROD required
that dioxin contam nated fluff be renobved to |l ess than 20 ppb or to a | evel defined by
fate and transport, whichever was | ower. Therefore, the |ower perfornance standard of 20
ppb dioxins was used for the dioxin renoval action

In 1993, Lucent excavated approxi mately 600 cubic yards of dioxin- contam nated fluff from
several onsite burn areas, placed the material in containers and eventually sent the
material for offsite incineration. Additional fluff was excavated fromthe dioxin burn
area on-site in 1997, 1998 and 1999. The di oxin renoval proceeded in stages, because
incineration is extrenmely expensive (approxinmately $2,000/cubic yard). Therefore, |ayers
were renoved and then the surface of the excavation was tested to avoid excavating and

m xing clean fluff with contamnated fluff. It sometinmes took nore than two nonths to
receive verified analytical results because analysis for dioxins is very difficult. There
was only one incinerator in the country that could accept the dioxin contam nated fluff
and this incinerator was often unavail able due to other projects or shutdowns. This
“surgical” approach mnimzed costs, but took a very long tine to conplete. Through 1997
a total of nore than 1,000 cubic yards of dioxin contamnated fluff and debris were
excavated and transported to an offsite incinerator for thermal treatnent and disposal. In
1998, an additional 600 cubic yards of dioxin contam nated fluff was sent offsite for
incineration. A najor fluff renoval action occurred in the Fall of 1999, when a w ndow of
opportunity opened to transport the fluff material to the Aptus Incinerator located in
Kansas. Mdrre than 3 mllion pounds of dioxin contam nated fluff have been renoved to date
at a cost of nore than $4 mllion to Lucent. Wile a substantial anobunt of naterial has
been renoved, the remaining fluff pile is estinated to wei gh approxi mately 350 mllion
pounds. EPA and Lucent Technol ogi es believe that all dioxin contam nated fluff above 20
ppb has been renoved, but some underlying soils in this area are still contam nated with
di oxin. These soils will be addressed in this ROD.



Leachate Treatnment System Stormmater Basin and Leachate Collection System- As

required by the above referenced Unilateral Order (3/94), the treatnent system was
upgraded to provide added capacity, biological treatnment and renoval of zinc by using a
specialized resin. At that time, the systemwas operated by Sall, and Lucent was rel uctant
to take over the operation and upgrade the treatment plant. EPA issued a Renoval O der

dat ed August 4, 1994, which ordered Lucent to begin operating the plant and to inpl enent
the upgrades to the treatment plant. Lucent conplied with this renoval order. Fluff pile

| eachate is now collected and treated i n the expanded subsurface system which was
constructed in 1995, and which was repaired and enhanced in the fall of 1998. In 1996, a
new stormwater collection and treatnent systemwas installed at the Site to prevent
erosion and runoff water fromcarrying fluff fromthe Site. Construction of a biol ogica
treatnent plant and 20,000 gall on equalization storage tank addition to the Site Treatnent
Plant (“STP") was started in 1997 and conpleted in the Spring of 1998. In the fall of
1998, repairs were nade to the |l eachate collection trench at the Site and additional

| eachate seep collectors were constructed near the stormwater runoff basin and downstream
of the STP on the unnaned tributary of the Little Schuylkill River. The |eachate/ shall ow
ground water continues to be collected and treated by the STP pursuant to the QU1 ROD.

Sedi nent renoval - Sedinent renoval fromthe adjacent stream has been deferred until after
the final construction of the cap and associated systemis conpleted. During the
substantial regrading that will be necessary, it will probably be inpossible to avoid sone
contami nation of the stream Deferring this action will avoid contam nating a clean area
during the cap Renedial Action

ROD#2 - (perable Unit 3

In July 1992, EPA issued the second ROD for the remainder of the fluff pile. The fluff
consists of PVC and PE (plastic chips) netal, fibrous naterial, paper, soil and clay. This
ROD sel ected recycling of the fluff material into either a final product, or another form
that woul d undergo further processing off-site in order to produce a final product. The
1992 ROD additionally called for, anong other things, testing and appropriate di sposal of
any recycling residuals and sanpling and analysis of soils underlying the fluff pile.

Unilateral Order 1 - for ROD#2

EPA issued a Unilateral Oder on June 25, 1993 which required inplenentati on of the
recycling remedy for the fluff pile.

A pre-design study was conpleted i n Novenber of 1994. Treatnent tests and a pilot study on
fluff separation and recycling were finished in late 1995 and early 1996. The fluff pile
fractions separated during the treatment tests contai ned PCBs at | evels which prevented
the original recycling remedy. Additionally, the quality of the plastic was | ow and EPA
was unable to find a viable narket for the fluff pile plastics. EPA decided that the
remedy could not be inplenented and that a new renedi al action needed to be sel ected.

ROD#3 - (perable Unit 2

In 1993, EPA finalized a Suppl enental Hydrol ogic Investigation (“SH ") Report of the Site
whi ch was conducted by contractors for AT&T. The SH docunented the investigation of the
presence and novenent of ground water contaminants within the Site area. In general, the
SH confirnmed that ground water flowin the Site area follows the surface topography,
i.e., it flows fromthe higher elevations to the lower elevations in the valley. The
bedrock underlying the Site is characterized by fractures, faults and “beddi ng pl anes”
that represent the layers in which the rock was originally forned or |laid down. G ound
water follows the path of |east resistance and flows through these cracks in the rock. In
sone limted circunstances, these pathways nay produce ground water flow perpendicular to
or against the surface slope of the land, but the resultant floww Il be toward the
unnaned tributary, the valley bottomwetlands, and ultimately the Little Schuylkill River

The SH confirned that a plunme of volatile organi c conpounds (“VOCs”) originates at an
unknown source at the top of the valley and that the northern fringe of this plune passes
beneath the Site in both the overburden and bedrock. Trichloroethene (“TCE') was the



primary contam nant detected in this plume. A well upgradient of the Site contained 150
parts per billion (“ppb”) of TCE and 6 ppb of carbon tetrachl oride. The Maxi mum
Cont ami nant Level (“MCL”) of TCE and carbon tetrachloride allowable in drinking water is 5
ppb. The concentration of TCE and carbon tetrachloride in ground water under the Site was
lower than in the well upgradient of the Site

The SH showed that a second upgradi ent well, chosen to establish background contam nant

| evel s, contained tol uene, ethyl benzene and xyl ene. These contam nants were also found in
sanpl es taken fromonsite wells, but the concentrations were not significantly different
fromthose sanpl es taken fromthe upgradi ent background wells. Several other VOCs were

al so detected at | esser concentrations in the ground water in the Site area.

Manganese i s an inorgani ¢ contam nant that was detected in ground water near the Site
area. While there is no primary health- based MCL for nanganese, there is a secondary MCL
of 50 ppm based on taste and odor. Additionally, there is a Maxi num Contam nant Level Goal
(“MCLG') for a concentration of this metal in drinking water. The concentration of
nmanganese in the ground water in eleven of the fourteen wells sanpled in the SH exceeded
the MCLG of 200 ppb. However, the upgradient wells al so exceeded the MCLG for nanganese
suggesting that nmanganese is naturally occurring in the area. Two of the wells
downgr adi ent of the Site had nanganese detections of 4,840 ppb and 7,420 ppb, which were
significantly higher than both background levels and the MCLG There were no residentia
well's between the Site and its probable discharge to the Little Schuyl kill River.

As expl ai ned previously, based on infornation collected during the R, EPA concl uded t hat
the el evated VOCs and nanganese in deep ground water did not appear at that tine to be due
to Site activities. Based on the above studies, EPA issued a ROD in Septenber 1993
selecting “No Action” for the deep groundwater at the Site.

Consent _Agreenent - for Study to Change renmedy in ROD#2 - called O

On June 17, 1997, EPA and Lucent (previously Nassau Metals Corporation) entered into an
agreenent which required Nassau Metals Corporation to performa Focused Feasibility Study
(“FFS’) to determine other ways to address the fluff pile. Adraft FFS was submitted to
EPA in August 1998. The draft FFS eval uated various options which included on-site
excavation, treatnent and off-site disposal of the fluff. In |late August 1998, Lucent
Technol ogi es submtted a second docunent to EPA which proposed a renedy of in-place
closure or capping of the main fluff pile at the Site. In response to EPA's technica
concerns regarding the feasibility of in- place closure, Lucent conducted studies in the
Spring and Summer of 1999, which reveal ed that on-site closure is technically viable.
During this tinme frame, several elected officials expressed opposition to on-site closure
EPA conducted a Town Meeting in the Summer of 1999 to explain the Agency's future plans.

RODE4 - QA

The Proposed Plan for QM4 was issued in Cctober 2000 and the public neeting was conducted
on Novenber 20, 2000. This ROD is based on that Proposed Plan and the FFS for QM which is
located in the Adm nistrative Record at the local repository in Hometown. This is the

final ROD for the EDM Site

Consent Decree for Cost Recovery

In 1993, Sall declared bankruptcy and EPA pursued certain generators at the Superfund
Site. A Consent Decree was signed on Septenber 20, 1994 in which Region Ill entered
DeMnims settlenents with sixty- five PRPs. The noney was placed in a Special Account
which will be used for Site cleanup activities. Lucent Technol ogies nay be eligible to use
these funds for the Site cleanup if they enter into a Consent Decree with EPA to conduct
the Site cleanup required by this ROD for QOMAM.



11, H GHLI GATS OF COVMMUNI TY PARTI Cl PATI ON

The RI and RAs used as the basis for the previous RODs are also the basis for this ROD.
However, EPA' s toxicol ogist reviewed the RA to nake sure that EPA' s new net hodol ogi es

woul d not change the conclusions in the RA. Al though some mi nor changes in the nunbers
mght result if the new nethodol ogi es were used, the conclusions woul d remai n the sarme.
The toxicol ogi st al so devel oped risks at different soil cleanup |evels, which were used by
EPA to set the soil cleanup | evels. These new cal cul ati ons and supporting docunents were
added to the Adnministrative Record along with the new FFS and ot her associ ate docunents
whi ch support this ROD. These docunments were made available to the public on Cctober 18,
2000. They can be found in the Administrative Record file and the information repository
mai ntai ned at the EPA Docket Roomin Region 3 and at the office of the Rush Townshi p board
of Supervisors at the follow ng | ocations:

Rush Townshi p Board of Supervisors U S. EPA Docket Room

ATTN: Carol Opet Ms. Anna Butch (3HS11)

R D 1 Region |11

Tamaqua, PA 18252 1650 Arch Street

(717) 668-2938 Phi | adel phia, PA 19103-2029
(215) 814-3157

The notice of the availability of these two docunents was published in the Pottsville
Republ i can and the Ti mes News on Cctober 18, 2000. A public coment period was held from
Cct ober 18, 2000 to Novenber 16, 2000. An extension to the public comrent period was
requested and an extension granted to Decenber 16, 2000. At the public nmeeting, EPA
answer ed questions about problens at the site and the remedial alternatives. EPA al so used
this neeting to solicit a wider cross-section of comunity input on the reasonably
anticipated future | and use and potential ground water uses at the site. EPA's response to
the comments received during this period is included in the Responsiveness Summary, which
is part of this ROD.

| V. SCOPE AND ROLE OF THE RESPONSE ACTI ON

As with many Superfund sites, the problens at the EDM Site are conplex. As a result, and
in order to sinplify and expedite renedial action at the Site, EPA has divided the Site
i nto nanageabl e conponents cal |l ed “operable units” (QOUs). The OUs are as follows:

o hot spot areas (fluff and soil areas contam nated with dioxin above target |evels)
sedinents and soils contamnated with nmetals above target |evels m scell aneous
debris

(0974 ground wat er

[0 8¢] the remai nder of the fluff pile.
After EPA was unsuccessful in recycling the fluff as required by the ROD for QU3, EPA
defined the new fluff remedial actions studied in a new FFS as:

as change in remedy for QU3 and minor changes to past RODs

Non- ground wat er conponents of the renedy selected in the March 1991 ROD are intended to
address what EPA has deternmined to be the principal threat at the Site, the dioxin-
contanmi nated areas of the fluff pile. This principal threat has been addressed by a
renoval action at the site. The 1991 ROD al so addresses fluff contam nated wi th noderate

| evel s of PCBs; netal s-contam nated soils and sedinents; m scell aneous debris; and surface
water (QUL).

The ground water components of the renedy selected in the March 1991 ROD were intended as
an interimaction to initiate shallow ground water restoration, while collecting
addi tional information on the practicability of deep ground water restoration. The No



Action ROD issued in Septenber 1993 addressed the deep ground water at the Site (OUR2).

The remedy selected in the July 1992 RCD was i ntended to reduce or elimnate threats
presented by the remaining fluff by recycling this material and properly disposing of
hazardous residuals (QU3). The alternative selected in that ROD (recycling) was found to
be inpractical after aggressive efforts to recycle the naterial failed. This RCD for QM
details the renmining viable alternatives evaluated in the FFS for the fluff pile and
selects a final renmedy for the fluff and contam nated soil at the Site. This ROD al so
nodi fi es several aspects of previous RODs which needed to be changed. This will be the
final RCD for the EDM Site.

V. SUMVARY OF SI TE CHARACTERI STI CS

The Site is situated in a valley that slopes down to the west. At the bottom of the valley
is a lagoon to capture runoff and the |eachate treatnent plant ( Figure 2). The Site is
bounded by an industrial park to the south and east of the Site ( Figure 3). On the north,
the Site is adjacent to Conrail railroad tracks and, beyond the tracks, private property
zoned as residential. One house is present on the property zoned as residential, but the
rest of this property is currently forested. To the west of the Site are state ganel ands
and the Little Schuylkill River. The Little Schuylkill River flows in a south-

sout heasterly direction approxinmately 250 feet west of the Site. The Little Schuylkill

Ri ver has been degraded by acid mne drainage. A small tributary flows westerly along the
sout hern border of the Site in the valley bottom discharging to the Little Schuylkill
(Figure 2). This tributary has been contam nated by runoff fromthe Site. The Site covers
approxi mately 25 acres and contains partially forested land; an 8-acre pile of plastic
“fluff”; and areas of contam nated soil, sedinment, surface water and ground water.
Fortunately, exposure to the Site is currently limted to Site workers, because of the
surrounding | and use and the Site fence. The only property that coul d be devel oped for
residential use is located to the north of the property, and is separated fromthe Site by
railroad tracks. The econony of the Hometown area is not growing rapidly and it is
unlikely that there will be substantial residential devel oprment adjacent to the Site in
the near term

The fluff is residual nmaterial produced fromthe separation of insulation fromcopper and
al um num conmuni cati on and power wire and cable. It is composed primarily of PVC and PE
insulation chips, with sone fibrous material, paper, soil, and netal. An estimted 350
mllion pounds of fluff are present on-site in a pile approximately 250 feet w de, by
1,500 feet long, by 40-60 feet high. The primary current threat at the Site is the | ead
content of the fluff, which ranged as high as 40,000 ppmin one sanple, although the
average lead |level is generally between 3,000 and 11, 000 ppm | ead. The hi ghest |ead sanple
concentration in Site soils was 1920 ppm Lead was added to the plastic insulation to
inmprove the properties of the plastic and al so was present in sone pignents. The wire
insul ation specifications called for the addition of about 3% Il|ead to the PVC insul ation
whi ch woul d be about 30,000 ppmof lead in the PVC fraction. Chipping the insulation
exposes some |ead particles that were inpregnated into the plastic insulation.
Additionally, plastics deconpose when exposed to sunlight, releasing the | ead and ot her
contami nants. The plastic fluff has been exposed to the el enments for many years, causing
this material to fail the Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure (“TCLP") test for
lead. The TCLP is a test which sinulates the conditions within a landfill to neasure the
potential for contaminants to | eave the waste and travel to ground water. Consequently,
the fluff rmust be managed as a RCRA hazardous waste if it is removed fromthe site or
treated and repl aced. However the Synthetic Leaching Procedure, which nore realistically
approxi mates actual Site conditions did not indicate a significant |eaching potential. The
raw | eachate fromthe fluff pile contained only about 50-100 ppb | ead, while the EPA
action level for lead is about 15 ppb.

The fluff also contains PCBs at average concentrations of 50 to 60 ppm Wastes contai ni ng
PCBs at average concentrati ons above 50 ppm nust be managed as PCB waste under the Toxic
Substances Control Act (“TSCA’). The highest reliable sanple result of PCBs in the raw



fluff was 125 ppm while the | owest concentration was approxi mately 16 ppm Al t hough PCBs
are present in the fluff, they appear to be enbedded in the plastic and are not | eaching
significantly. Sanples subjected to the TCLP test were “non-detect” with a detection |eve
of 10 ppb. The PADEP col |l ected | eachate and treatnent plant effluent sanples in Decenber
2000 and anal yzed the sanples for PCBs. At a detection level of 0.25 ppb, PCBs were not
detected in any of the sanples. A though the fluff nmust conply with the TSCA regul ations
because of total PCB concentrations, the actual risk fromthese contam nants is not very
hi gh because of their preference to stay in the plastic matrix which results in a
relatively low nobility. The PCBs are enbedded in and adsorbed onto the plastic and are
not very leachable. In fact, a |leaching test (SPLP) produced PCBs in the | eachate of |ess
than 10 ppb. The influent |eachate (before treatment) to the EDM treatnent plant contai ned
| ess than 0.25 ppb of PCBs when sanpl ed in Decenber 2000

Anot her concern discussed in the introduction to this Proposed Plan is the presence of

di oxi n produced during a fire in the fluff pile. The current renoval action, which is
nearly conpl eted, provides for a cleanup |level of 20 ppb of dioxins. Although this |eve

is at the high end of concentrations recomended for industrial sites by EPA gui dance, the
remaining fluff will be placed under a RCRA cap, or sent to an off-site landfill and,
therefore, will not pose a threat to human health or the environment once the renedia
action has been conpleted. Dioxin is a very |large nol ecul e which binds strongly to soi

and plastic and has a | ow potential for |eaching to ground water.

Pht hal ates are present in the fluff because, like |lead, they inprove the properties of the
plastic insulation. The phthalates are closely associated with the fluff naterial and

al rost any action which addresses the risk fromthe |lead and PCBs will al so address the

ri sk fromthe phthal ates

Several other netals closely associated with wire processing are present at |evels which
do not pose a risk to human health, but do pose sonme risk to the Site ecol ogy. Copper
nmanganese, zinc and al um num are present and have been found in the sedinments of the snal
stream whi ch borders the fence line to the south of the Site.

Wnd and surface water flows have distributed fluff particles into the on-site soils
surrounding the fluff pile. Fortunately, it appears that the fluff is substantially
contained within the fenced area. Safe levels of contam nants for soils have been set and
because the contam nants are not very nobile, it will be easy to use heavy equi pnent to
scrape the shallow surface layers until the contam nated soil is renoved. Contani nated
shallow soils will be conbined with the fluff and addressed as part of the fluff pile
remedi al action. Wre debris can be seen outside of the fenced area near the Site gate
and this naterial will need to be consolidated with debris fromwithin the fenced area
during the renedial action. Contam nated soils fromthis area will also need to be
consolidated with the fluff.

G ound water flows generally followthe Site topography which is toward the center of the
site fromthe high ground to the north and south of the site and then generally toward the
west to the little Schuylkill River (Figures 4 and 5). The bedrock aquifer is a dass 2a
aquifer and is used in the area for sonme residential wells upgradient of the site. The
Homet own area is supplied with drinking water froman upstreamreservoir. No residentia
wel | or municipal well contami nation has ever been detected during the |last two decades of
study. Gound water is very close to the surface in some areas of the fluff pile, and a
smal | streamcrossed the Site before it was covered by the fluff pile. Trenches on the
perineter of the fluff pile divert nuch of the surface water flows around the fluff pile.
Any on-site contai nnent action would need to divert surface and shal | ow ground water
around the containment area. Since ground water has al ready been addressed in previous
RODs, the ground water background will not be discussed in detail

The smal| stream outside of the southern fence line (Figure 2) has been contamn nated by
fluff particles and netals. The first ROD for the Site required renoval of sedinent

contami nati on by an unspecified nethod. The performance standard was renoval of visible
fluff. Tests of a vacuum nethod were conducted and were not successful. The vacuum hose



continually plugged up with gravel and cobbles. This vacuum net hod has worked wel | at EPA
sites in tidal areas with fine- grained sedinents, but has not worked well in forested
streans with gravel and cobbles. The streamis surrounded by a very healthy and attractive
stream vegetation, including very |arge and heal thy rhododendrons. To vacuumthe | ength of
the streamit would be necessary to cut down trees and shrubs all along the streamto nake
access for a vacuumtruck. It would be less intrusive and woul d do | ess damage to the
ecosystem if a small excavator travel ed down the strewn bed renoving soils and | arge

st ones whi ch could then be washed and replaced. This action will be inplenented after the
cap is installed. In the event of a substantial release of fluff during construction, the
remedi al action contingency plan will address interi mrenedi al neasures.

EPA' s CONCEPTUAL SI TE MODEL

EPA' s conceptual nodel of the site considered all of the key nechanisns for transport and
exposure. The exposed mountainous fluff pile is located in a shallow ravine which sl opes

fromeast to west towards the Little Schuylkill River. To the north, south and west are
thick trees and brush which have hel ped limt w nd dispersion of fine fluff particles
Surface water runoff flows towards the west and the little Schuylkill river. Mst of the

runon/runoff is collected and carried to a stormwater inpoundnent at the western end of
the Site. Surface water fromthe forested onsite area to the south of the fence is drained

by a tributary of the Little Schuylkill R ver. Low |levels of contam nants have | eached
into the very shall ow overburden ground water at the Site. The very shal | ow cont anm nat ed
ground water and | eachate flow westward towards the Little Schuylkill River. A leachate

treatnent and collection systemis |located at the western end of the site which treats the
| eachate before discharging it to the unnaned tributary. The deep ground water also flows
westward toward the Little Schuylkill River. EPA issued a “No Action” ROD in 1993 because
this deep aquifer had not been significantly inpacted by Site related contam nants. There
are no residential or public wells between the Site and the Little Schuylkill R ver. Both
shal | ow and deep ground water are expected to discharge into the Little Schuylkill River.

Air Pathway: Although this Site does contain noderately high levels of lead, it is very
different froma typical foundry type site. There was never an active air em ssions
source, and the lead present is highly associated with the plastic chips which are al so
general ly sand- sized particles rather than a dust. The topography and the surrounding
trees also help limt air dispersion of contam nants.

There is an odor associated with the pile which is rem niscent of “new car” snell. This
snell is probably due to phthalates in the plastics which do have a noderate volatility.
Sore air sanpling was conducted which did not indicate an air pathway problem
Additionally, nodeling was conducted after the FS to determ ne whether the phthal ate
concentration would pose an air risk. The nodeling indicated that phthal ate concentrations
were well within safe linits even at the Site

G ound Water Pat hway: The deep ground water did not contain Site contam nants, and there

are no wells between the Site and the Little Schuylkill River. The shal |l ow ground water
and | eachate are collected and treated before discharge to the intermttent streamand
eventually to the Little Schuylkill River. Since there are no human receptors between the

Site and since the land between the Site and the Little Schuylkill Rver is a State
Garel ands, there is no credible significant risk to hunan health fromshall ow or deep
ground water.

Direct Contact: The Site is fenced and secured when operations and nai nt enance personne
are not present. The Site is adjacent to an industrial park and bordered on the northern
side by Conrail tracks. Therefore under the current | and use there are no hones adjacent
to the Site with young children. This makes trespassing unlikely, but not inpossible. Lead
| evel s are unacceptably high and the current levels of dioxins in the dioxin renoval area
woul d produce an unacceptable risk to children playing in the area. The cap systemwill
renove access to Site contam nants which are relatively immobile and pose little risk to
ground water.



Surface Water Pathway: Surface water does not contain |evels of contam nation which woul d
pose a risk to human heal th under any reasonabl e exposure scenario. Surface water and

sedi nent may pose a risk to ecological receptors in the onsite stream After the renedia
action is conpleted, the streamsedinents will be excavated as required by a previous RCD
and the cap system relocated | eachate collection systemand stormmater controls will
reduce the risk to ecol ogical receptors in the State Ganel ands

In Summary: EPA's conceptual nodel is that the exposure pathway posing a significant risk
to human health and the environnent is fromdirect contact with the waste and adj acent
soils and stream sedi nents containing particles of this waste

VI . CURRENT AND FUTURE LAND AND RESOURCE USE

Figure 3 shows the current land use at the site. To the south and east of the site is an
industrial park for light industry. To the west of the site are state ganel ands and the
Little Schuyl kill River. To the north of the site are Conrail tracks, and beyond that
undevel oped property with one home which is zoned residential. EPA is unaware of any plans
to further devel op or subdivide the property to the north of the site. The area at the
eastern end of the fenced Superfund Site is relatively flat and will be cleaned up to
allow for a commercial or industrial facility to be developed in the area expected to be
about three to four acres. The capped area will be fenced and | and use restricted to
protect the cap system The soil cleanup levels will be protective of workers or although
unlikely, any trespasser who m ght access the Site.

As previously explained, the current ground water and surface water are not used as a

wat er supply. A damupstreamof the Little Schuylkill R ver supplies water for Tamaqua and
Homret own. Ground water and surface water fromthe Site foll ow t opography and drain or
di scharge into the Little Schuylkill River. Residential wells are upgradient fromthis

Site which is |located adjacent to an industrial park
VII. SUMVARY OF SI TE RI SKS

The principal threat posed by the Site was the area of the fluff pile contanmi nated with
high | evel s of dioxin. EPA guidance defines “Principal Threats” as hazardous constituents
whi ch have a concentration posing a risk two orders of nmagnitude (one hundred tinmes) above
safe levels. These high | evels of dioxin contaminated fluff were removed fromthe site as
a highest priority renmedial action. Lower |evel current threats to human health and the
envi ronnent are posed by noderately contam nated fluff and soils which contain dioxin
PCBs, phthal ates, |ead, copper and zinc. Contaninated, sedinments and surface water in the
intermttent streampose a low level threat to the aquatic ecology at the Site and in the
State Ganel ands. Lower-level threats also include the remainder of the fluff materia

whi ch has been classified as a hazardous waste, due to its lead content and Toxicity
Characteristic Leaching Procedure (“TCLP") results.

Potenti al human exposure pathways for Site contam nants eval uated in the RA include

i nhal ati on of contam nated dust; dernmal contact and incidental ingestion of contaninated
soils and fluff; dermal contact and incidental ingestion of surface water; dernal contact
with |l eachate (for children); and ingestion, dernal contact, and/or inhalation of

contami nated ground water. Exposure to Site contam nants via these pathways woul d pose an
unaccept abl e health risk to children and adults in the |ocal area. Exposure scenari os
considered in the RA very conservatively assuned the absence of the existing fence at the
Site, which currently prohibits public entrance, and, for ground water, assumed the
presence of a hypothetical downgradient well, which would nost |ikely never exist because
downgradi ent | ands are State Ganme Lands.

The actual risk pathways driving the risk at the Site under realistic current and future
use scenarios are derrmal contact and ingestion. The carcinogenic risk under these exposure
scenarios is primarily due to PCBs and di oxins. The system ¢ human health risk driver is

|l ead. The prinary ecological risk driver for aquatic life in the internittent streamis



zinc in leachate, which is being addressed by an onsite treatnent system The contam nants
in fluff pose a contact risk to aninmals visiting the Site

A. Human Health Risks

The original RA for the Site was prepared by Environnental Resource Managenent (“ERM),
and was conpleted in 1990. The RA was used as the basis for the selection of the recycling
remedy under the July 7, 1992 RCOD. After the recycling renedy effort was abandoned due to
regul atory constraints and | ack of a viable narket, EPA chose not to revisit the RA Al

of the fluff was shown to be above EPA s trigger levels to take action. A new RA would
still be primarily based on the original R data. The new PCB and | ead data acquired
during the renedial design, conbined with calculations consistent with the current RA

Qui dance, m ght have nmade sonme minor changes in the baseline risk nunbers. However, the
changes woul d have little inpact on the selection of an appropriate renedial action

I nstead of devel oping a new RA, the EPA Site toxicologist reviewed the 1990 RA and

concl uded that the nunbers m ght be somewhat changed if the current RA nethods were used
but the overall baseline RA was still valid. The detailed tables fromthe risk section of
the original QU3 ROD for the fluff pile are contained in Appendix Ill. This appendi x
contains the detailed risk tables, including exposure point concentrations and the

resul tant risk under different scenarios. Additional data collected during the abandoned
recycling design effort has been placed in the Admnistrative Record and is summarized in
this ROD.

The followi ng gives an overview of the major Site contam nants and hazardous substances at
the EDM Site:

1) Lead Levels
Very strongly associated with fluff-not nobile-leachate | ead | evels about 10-100 ppb
Lead levels in fluff-mean -3,000 to 11, 000 ppm
Lead levels in soil 1,920 ppm nax

2) Doxins - fluff cleanup level already set at 20 ppb
Soil concentrations in R ranged from3-7 ppb
EPA' s Renedial O eanup Policy is 5-20 ppb for Comrercial /I ndustrial Exposure
More recent soil sanples showed | ower dioxin |evels
Site is in an industrial park-background may be el evated

3) PCBs
Substantial confusion in the past due to analytical problens in PCB anal ysis during
Rl
Fluff Avg. 20-60 ppmin detailed design studies
Fl uff Range was 15-125 ppm
Soils R average was 37 ppm wth nax 240 ppm *** But results are very suspect due
to anal ytical problemof confusion w th polychlorinated napht hal enes and ot her
conpounds. More recent sanples showed nmuch | ower PCB | evels.

4) Ot her Conpounds of Interest (CA) in soils
Manganese - 365 ppmavg, avg H = .0004, nmax H = 0.001 (See H definition bel ow)
Copper - 12 ppmavg, H =0.04, max H = 0.7
Zinc - 377 ppmavg, H = 0.0009, nax H = 0.001
DEHP - 1470 ppm H = 0.009, max H = 0.04

Since the baseline risk clearly justified taking renedial action, the nost inportant risk
consi derati on became risk-based cleanup |l evels. EPA could justify taking action on any of
the following risk “triggers”: 1) Waste fails the TCLP test for lead; 2) PCBs above 50 ppm
inthe fluff; 3) Overall risk fromdioxin, PCBs and phthal ates,; 4) and/or Lead above
industrial cleanup level. Once the Site is renediated to the risk- based cleanup | evels,
the exact nunbers in the 1990 baseline RAwill be irrelevant, since the risks will have
been reduced to safe levels. The Site toxicologist has furnished the EPA Renedi al Project



Manager with the risk fromSite contam nants at various concentrations. The actual cleanup
contam nant concentrations selected are a risk nanagenent deci sion

The National Contingency Plan ("NCP') establishes acceptable | evels of carcinogenic risk
for SUPERFUND sites at between one in 10,000 and one in 1 nmillion additional cancer cases.
Expressed as a scientific notation, this translates to an acceptable risk range of between
1 x 10-4 and 1 x 10-6 over a defined period of exposure to contaminants at a Site

This neans that one additional person per 10,000 or one additional person in 1 nillion
respectively, could devel op cancer given a lifetinme (70 years) of exposure to contam nants
at a Site.

The contribution fromthe Site to maximumlifetime carcinogenic risks for adults and
children is 2.05 x 10-4 (2 additional cancer cases per 10,000 adults exposed) and 7.17 x
10-4 (7 additional cancer cases per 10,000 children exposed), respectively. These are
unaccept abl e carcinogenic risks. The overall risk result of the 1990 RA for adults and
children was 9.44 x 10-4

The original RA also determned that it was necessary to renediate the sedinments in the
streamto the south of the Site. The contaminants in the sedinents were the sane as those
found in the fluff, and contamination is prinarily due to the actual presence of fluff in
the stream sedinents. The first ROD for the Site selected renoval of sedinments fromthis
stream but this renmedial action has not yet taken pl ace

In addition to carcinogenic risks, the baseline RA calculates risks to humans of
contracting other, non-carcinogenic health effects from substances associated with a Site
This cal cul ation, known as the “Hazard Index (H),” is nade by dividing the hunan exposure
estinmates associated with a Site, by exposure |levels that are determ ned by EPA to be
acceptable. Any result of this calculation that is greater than 1.0 nay be considered to
present an unacceptable risk. The ratios are added to represent exposures to nultiple
contami nants. The Hazard Index for the Site is greater than 1.0 for children using a very
conservative theoretical scenario which assunes fugitive em ssions, residential use of a
non- exi stent downgradi ent well and other possible but unlikely exposures (Hazard indices
were in the unacceptable range of 1.31 to 10.6). Actual exposure scenarios produced hazard
index risks that ranged from0.05 to 1.1.

In addition to the actual site specific risk calculations, there are several risk related
concentration | evels of contam nants which usually require EPA to take renedial action. As
stated above, the average lead level in the fluff is between 3,000 and 11,000 ppm EPA
generally renedi ates | ead | evel s above 1000 ppm for commercial and industrial settings

The average level of PCBs in the fluff is just above 50 ppm which requires action under
the Toxi ¢ Substances Control Act (TSCA). In sunmmary, the fluff pile would require

remedi ation for any of the above reasons - carcinogenic risk, systemc risk, |ead or PCB
concentrations

B. Ecol ogi cal R sks

An ecol ogi cal assessnent was conducted in 1989 and a report issued on 1/5/90, which was
revi sed and rei ssued on 2/28/91. Ecol ogical receptors are present as aquatic life in the
streamto the south of the fluff pile. The streamis just outside of the fenced area and
leads to the Little Schuylkill R ver. The first ROD for the Site addressed the risk to the
stream by requiring renoval of contam nated sedinments. This activity will begin after the
caps systemis installed to avoid renediating the streamtw ce, since during the capping
activity, some fluff particles will alnpbst certainly find their way to the stream Every
effort will be nade to minimze contam nation, but because the fluff pile will need to be
regraded and nanaged, sone stream contam nation will be unavoi dable. This ROD will
primarily affect the terrestrial comunity. A description of this community taken fromthe
1991 Ecol ogi cal Assessnent follows :



The naj or ecosystem of the EDM Site and surrounding ridges is the eastern deci duous
forest. The site and surrounding area are transition zones between the m xed oak and
northern hardwood forests. The original forest was al nost conpletely harvested by 1900
for fuel and by the mining industry. The present forest is a second growh forest. The
plants and aninals associated with these forest types are comon in the region.

The | ocal ecology can generally be divided into three classifications, terrestrial
wet | and and aquatic. The terrestrial comunity is conposed of plants and aninals
inhabiting the drier, upland areas of the site

The wetland community is limted to the snall floodplain of the intermttent stream and
the little Schuylkill River and several snall energent wetland areas. Al of these wetland
areas except one small energent wetland, are |ocated outside of the fenced Superfund area
(See Figure 2). The aquatic community exists in the intermttent streamand the little
Schuyl kill R ver.

The upl and plant community near the Site is a m xed hardwood forest consisting nmainly of
oaks, naples, with sone pines and hem ocks. Qther plants common to the area include:
nmountain laurel, blueberry, asters, grasses and dogbane

The nost abundant |arge nmammal existing near the site is the white-tailed deer. Bl ack bear
have al so been observed in the area. Gher manmmal s which nay exist near the Site are:
porcupi ne, cottontail rabbits, showshoe hare, fox, mnk, raccoon, gray squirrel, rock
vol e, and several other rodents. Bird life consists of migratory birds and year round
forest species such as wild turkey and ruffed grouse. The Site is |ocated along a
mgratory route and a variety of songbirds and raptors nay visit the area. Raptors such as
the red-tail ed hawk, broad w ng hawks, kestrels, and great-horned ow s nay use the
preferred habitat near the area. (State Ganel ands)

Rare or Endangered Species

No rare or endangered speci es have been reported or observed near the site, but the
follow ng species may be present in the forested region near the Site



Speci es Cl assification Habi t at
For ked clubtail dragonfly U Wt | ands
Canadi an Wi te-faced ski mrer dragonfly U Wt | ands
Ti mber rattl esnake \Y For est
Red- headed woodpecker \% For est

Bl uebi rd \% For est edges
Snowshoe Hare \Y For est
Rock vol e \Y For est
River Oter \Y, Vét | ands
Bobcat \Y For est
Water shrew U et | ands
Coyot e U For est
Eastern pearl shel | U Aquati c

U - denotes the status is undeterm ned. The species nmay be of special concern, but there are
insufficient data available to provide an adequate basis for classification
V - denotes vul nerable, the species is not currently endangered or threatened, but nmay becone so

Note: The sections on aquatic life and surface water have been skipped since these risks
have al ready been addressed by a previous ROD.

Fi el d Assessnent

On Novenber 1989, three nenbers of ERM s ecol ogi cal assessnent staff(senior and project

bi ol ogi sts) visited the EDMSite in Schuylkill County, Pennsylvania. A reconnai ssance of
the Site’s wildlife, vegetation, and wetland areas was conducted in the norning while an
aquatic biology survey of adjacent sections of the Little Schuylkill R ver and a snall

unnaned tributary was conducted in the afternoon

The Site and adjacent areas were al so investigated for the presence of any unique
habitats, historic sites, and areas of archeol ogi cal significance. The findings and
observations noted during the field assessnent are detail ed bel ow.

Wlidlife

WIidlife appeared to be plentiful in areas outside the fenced Site. Visual sightings and
life-signs (i.e. Tracks, droppings, and nests) were anong the nethods of wildlife
identification enployed. Wldlife identified during the Site visit included: Wite-tailed
deer, gray squirrel, marsh hawk, and various songbirds. Donestic goats were al so observed
near the northwestern property boundary. The free-roam ng goats were froma nearby farm
just to the north of the Site

No wildlife, domestic animals, or life-signs were observed within the fence. Snall aninals
coul d access the Site at various spaces (6-12") under the fence. The fence appears to
restrict large animals fromthe Site.

Al though wildlife may visit the site, due to the |ack of cover, water and food on the Site
t he surroundi ng woods are much nore attractive to wildlife.



Veget ati on

Trees: Gray birch, Red oak, Wite oak, Pitch pine, Sassafras, Black cherry, Eastern
hem ock, Red nmple, Yellow birch, Chestnut oak, Black |ocust, and Staghom sunac.

Shrubs/vines: Muntain laurel, Geen brier, Low bush blueberry, Sweet fern, WIld grapes,
Miltiflora rose, and Japanese honeysuckl e

Her bs: Ferns, Mosses, Princess-pine, Wntergreen

The najority of the area within the fence is devoid of vegetation. However, snall patches
of vegetation exist along some sections of the fence. This vegetation predom nantly

i ncl udes pi oneer species such as gray birch, black |ocust, black cherry, quaking aspen and
sweet fern

Two smal | patches of woodl and exi st near the eastern and southern fencelines and are
simlar in species conposition to the surrounding area. These woodl and patches are very
small in area, the eastern area is approxinmately 150 feet by 57 feet, and the southern
area is approxinmately 500 feet by 50 feet.

There was no indication that vegetation either onsite or offsite was stressed due to Site
cont am nat i on

Concl usions (Terrestrial Community Only): The EDM Site is separated fromthe surroundi ng
forest by a chain link fence. The forest closely approaches the fence and there is not a
clear transition zone between the fence and the forest edge.

The plant comunity existing onsite is very sparse, and consists of hardy pioneer species.
I mmature aspens are the nost common trees on the site, existing as small islands. The |ack
of an established plant community discourages wildlife fromutilizing the area. Since the
Site is fenced, large mammual s are prevented fromeasily entering the site. Ofsite erosion
occurs, potentially carrying some conpounds into the forested areas, but these areas are
not high quality hunting grounds for nost raptors.

Current Conditions

Wil e the basic description of the site in the above ecol ogi cal assessnent is stil
accurate, ten years have passed since the ecol ogi cal assessnent. The fluff pile occupies
much of the site and there has been little growth on the actual fluff material. Sone of
the perineter areas outside of the pile have seen increased vegetative growh, however
the areas outside of the fence are still nuch nore attractive to wildlife. Deer have been
observed in the fenced area on occasion, and swall ows nay have nested in the fluff pile

The installation of the cap will prevent contact with the waste and will provide grassy
habi tat over the extent of the cap. Additionally, over tine, the surface water diversion
trenches which collect runoff fromthe cap will provide sonme additional wetlands habitat.
Soi | s above cleanup levels will be excavated and pl aced under the cap systemalong with
the fluff. Sone of the soil cleanup |levels were set based on ecol ogi cal considerations

Anong the risks to the environnent posed by the Site are: copper, |ead and zinc

contam nated sedinents and surface water in the intermttent streamwhich runs along the
sout hern boundary of the Site. Copper and zinc cleanup |evels were set appropriately to
provide protection of aquatic life even if sone future erosion were to transport sone
surface soils into the sedinents of the stream adjacent to the site. Potential sources of
contam nation are the | eachate seeps emanating fromthe streambank, the fluff pile, the
shal | ow ground wat er di scharge and the surface runoff fromthe fluff pile.

O eanup Levels for Human Health and the Environnent

It is the EPA's (|l ead agency) judgenent that the Selected remedy identified in this



Proposed Pl an, or one of the other active neasures considered in the Proposed Plan, is
necessary to protect public health or welfare fromactual or threatened rel eases of

hazar dous substances, pollutants or contam nants into the environnent. The fol |l ow ng

ri sk-based cl eanup levels, in conjunction with Site fencing, institutional controls and
property access controls, will protect human health and the environnment at the Site. EPA
also believes that the risk levels listed below will adequately protect the surroundi ng
ecol ogy:

Consti t uent Soi | d eanup Level Ri sk at d eanup Hazard | ndex at
Level Cl eanup Level

Manganese 1, 000 ny/ kg 0. 006

Copper 270 ng/ kg 0. 007

Zi nc 400 ny/ kg 0. 002

DEHP bi s 100 ny/ kg 0. 2E- 05 0. 10

(2- et hyhexyl )

pht hal at e

PCBs 10 ng/ kg 1.4E-05

Di oxi ns 0.50 ug/ kg 3. 5E-05

Total Risk or Hi 5. 1E- 05 0.12

The lead soil cleanup level will be 400 ppm Lead contact risks are calculated differently
than the other metals which focus on the damage to organs. The acceptable lead level is
based on the risk to the intelligence of infants and devel oping children. The resulting
safe lead levels are nuch lower than if they were devel oped based on danage to organs. The
mat hermatical basis is different and lead is not added to the aggregate Hazard | ndex. The
best available quantitative tool for evaluating health effects fromexposure to lead is
the Integrated Exposure Uptake Biokinetic (IEUBK) nodel (EPA 1994a). This nodel uses
current information on the uptake of |ead follow ng exposure fromdifferent routes, the
distribution of |ead among various internal body conpartnents, and the excretion of |ead
to predict inpacts of |ead exposure on blood | ead concentrations in young children. The
predi cted bl ood | ead concentrati ons can then be conpared with target bl ood | ead
concentrations associated with subtle neurol ogical effects in children. Because children
are thought to be nmobst susceptible to the adverse effects of |ead, protection for this age
group is assuned to al so protect older individuals. Protection of young children is

consi dered achi eved if exposure is such that a typical or hypothetical child or group of
simlarly exposed children woul d have an estinmated risk of no nore than 5 percent of
exceeding the 10 g/dL bl ood | ead | evel (EPA 1994a).

Basis for cleanup | evels of each conpound

DIOXIN. EPA's "Approach for Addressing Dioxin in Soil at CERCLA and RCRA Sites,"

OSVER Directive 9200.4-26, April 13, 1998, was taken into consideration in devel oping
prelimnary soil remediation goals for dioxin. As docunented in the Adninistrative Record
a prelimnary remedi ation goal of 5 ppb (TEQ) is generally selected for soil at a Site
for areas reasonably expected to be used as industrial property. This soil cleanup |eve
of 5 ppb (TEQ was reduced to 0.50 ppb for the Site based on EPA's site aggregate site
specific risk range, ecological risk concerns and community concerns. This |level is bel ow
t he Commonweal th of Pennsylvania s Land Recycling ACT Il Medium Specific Concentration
(MSC) for a site-specific contact risk cleanup | evel which is 0.53 ppb and this standard
was considered in EPA decision to reduce the dioxin cleanup | evel. The new site-specific
soil cleanup level of 0.50 ppb dioxin (TEQ for industrial soil at the Site is considered
protective (as docunented in the Adm nistrative Record) for hunman health and the

envi ronnent, based on current and future use of the Site for industrial purposes, and



refl ects an excess cancer risk of 3.5 x 10-5 for dioxin which is closer to the md-range
of EPA's acceptable risk range

Lead: In this ROD, the lead cleanup level will be 400 ppm which was reduced fromthe 1000
ppmlevel in the Proposed Plan, which was based on EPA's policy for lead in soil at
comrercial/industrial sites. This policy |level was set based on risk and ot her
considerations. A site-specific human health risk cal culation using the Adult Lead Mde
showed that a | ead cl eanup | evel of 1200 ppm woul d be protective. However, due to the
presence of multiple contam nants, broad comunity concerns expressed by the public and
elected officials over the capping alternative and long termreliability of the renedy,
EPA chose a 400 ppm cl eanup | evel which woul d be safe even in the unlikely event of
children playing in the soils. A though EPA could not justify treating and sending the
waste offsite, EPA seeks to increase the public acceptance of the renedial action by

sel ecting conservative soil cleanup levels. Based on |limted soil profile studies which
showed that |ead had not migrated deeply into the soil, this Iower cleanup |evel should be
achi evable at very little increnental cost.

PCBs: EPA chose a 10 ppm cl eanup | evel for PCBs based on EPA policy for PCB cl eanups at
industrial sites and an acceptabl e aggregate risk after the Site cleanup

Manganese: Manganese had a negligible risk to hunman health fromcontact even at very high
l evel s. The cl eanup | evel for manganese was sel ected after considering the following site
specific factors: 1) The Biol ogical Technical Assistance Group (“BTAG) has a soi
screeni ng val ue of 330 ppmfor safe |levels of nanganese in soils to protect the ecol ogy.
One source on background levels in soils (Shields 1988) gives the average | evel of
manganese in soils as 600 ppm wth a range in soils between 100 and 4,000 ppm  her
sources give simlar levels. A level of 1,000 ppmwas acceptable to the BTAG and will be
used as the soil cleanup |evel

Copper: Li ke manganese, copper had a negligible risk to human health fromcontact, even at
very high levels. However, aquatic life is very sensitive to copper, and at higher |evels,
copper can be toxic to plants (phytotoxicity). Copper levels in urban gardens range
between 3 ppmand 140 ppm Copper in sewage sludges ranges between 50 ppm and 3, 300 ppm
Fertilizers can contain between 1 and 300 ppm copper. The Effects Range Mdderate (ER-M
froma Long and MacDonal d study gave a safe |evel of 270 ppm copper. Al though this cleanup
level is for soils, rather than sedinents, eroding site soils could produce sedinents in
the future close to this level. By using a 270 ppmcl eanup | evel, EPA believes there will
be no negative inpact on the streamin the future due to copper contam nation

Zinc: Zinc also poses a negligible risk to human health fromcontact, and is even taken as
a vitamn supplenent. Like copper, zinc is toxic to aquatic life and at high |l evels can

al so be phytotoxic. Zinc in urban gardens and orchards can range from 20-1200 ppm The ER- M
for zinc in sediment is 410 ppm EPA set a cleanup |evel of 400 ppmwhich will be
protective of the adjacent streamand shoul d avoid any phytotoxic effects on terrestria

pl ants.

bi s-(2-ethyl hexyl) phthal ate (DEHP): Phthal ates have been w dely used as pl asticizers and
are ubi quitous contam nants in the environnent. Because plastics are used in anal ytica

| abs, phthal ates are often detected as fal se positives. In lieu of site-specific
ecol ogi cal | y based cl eanup val ues, a conservative cl eanup goal of 100 ppm was recommended
based on the available informati on for phthates. EPA reduced the | evel contained in the
Proposed Pl an (500 ppn) to 100 ppmas the soil cleanup level for DEHP in surface soils

EPA reduced this | evel based on the BTAGs recommendati on and the public concerns about the
ecol ogy, especially the little Schuylkill R ver. This lower level also contributed to an
overal | aggregate carcinogenic risk closer to the mddle of EPA's acceptable risk range
whi ch had been closer to EPA's upper bound on acceptable risk



VI11. REMEDI AL ACTI ON OBJECTI VES

The primary renedi al action objective for this operable unit is to prevent contact with
the fluff pile and contam nated soils at the EDM Site including dermal exposure, ingestion
and wi nd borne inhalation of fluff related contam nants. A secondary benefit is prevention
of the Il eaching of contami nants into the shallow ground water and elim nation of surface
wat er runoff carrying fluff particles into the streamto the south of the Site fence. A
result will be the reduction or elimnation of |eachate, which is currently treated and

di scharged into the streamto the south of the Site, which leads to the Little Schuyl kill
River. If possible, a minor goal is the creation of a clean, level area of the Site, which
could be a factor in the community acceptance of this remedy, since it would provide the
possi bility of beneficial re-use of the property.

The dioxin soil cleanup level of 0.5 ppb was established based on the follow ng factors:
a) site-specific risk; b) strong public concerns; c) EPA policy for dioxin and d) PADEP s
ACT Il cleanup level. The PCB soil cleanup |level of 10 ppmis based on EPA policy for PCBs
in an industrial exposure setting. Because there are nultiple carcinogens in site soils
such as phthal ates and PCBs, EPA chose a dioxin cleanup |evel |ow enough to give an
aggregate risk bel ow 1x10-4. EPA al so considered the fact that the PCBs are bound in the
plastic particles and are not very bio-avail able, or |eachable. The |ead cleanup | evel was
al so set based on EPA's policy for lead cleanups in a comrercial industrial setting. Site
specific cal cul ati ons showed that a | ead | evel of 1200 ppm woul d be acceptable for
industrial use and exposure of workers, but because there are other inorganic
contaminants, and w despread public concerns, EPA chose a nore stringent cleanup |evel for
soils surrounding the cap (cl eanup | evel of 400 ppn) that would be safe even for
unrestricted use. EPA expects this lower level to add nminiml cost to the overall renedial
action. This is because profiling sanples indicate that | ead has not mgrated far into the
soil and thus, the depth of the soil excavation will be relatively shallow and only a

m nor increnmental expense should result. Mreover, the lead is roughly correlated with the
PVC and phthal ate content in the soil, and it is the PVC and phthal ate concentrations
which will determ ne the depth of the excavation. The limted data suggests that if the
new | ower phthal ate cl eanup | evel of 100 ppmis achieved, |ead concentrations in soils
shoul d be generally bel ow 400 ppm This profiling data is discussed in a meno to the EDM
file titled: “Contaminant Mgration in Site Soil Sanples” from Frank Vavra dated 5/8/01.
In light of specific concerns expressed by the Commonweal th of Pennsyl vani a, EPA chose
this | ead cl ean-up standard which is | ower than what EPA typically provides for at other
lead sites. Community acceptance was al so a major factor in this change to the new | ead
cleanup |l evel, consistent with the nine evaluation criteria set forth in the NCP at 40

C. F.R Section 300.430(e)(9).

| X. DESCRI PTI ON OF ALTERNATI VES

Note: The time to inplenment a renmedy listed belowis the time required to conplete the
construction of the renedial action fromthe tinme it begins. Typically nine nonths to one
year is required to negotiate an agreenent with a Responsible Party to conduct the work
and an additional year or nore is needed to design the renedial action.

No Action Alternative

A “No Action” Alternative was evaluated as a baseline, as required by CERCLA EPA
determined that this alternative was not protective and, therefore, it was rejected. No
further analysis of this alternative was conduct ed.

Alternative 1 - ROD Recycling Remedy

Alternative 1 describes the recycling renedy selected in the July 1992 ROD for QU3. This
remedy entails recycling the fluff, in either bulk, or as separated conponents. Bul k
recycling would result in a product that would retain the sane concentration of
contaminants as the raw fluff. Thus, PCBs in a bulk recycl ed product would al so exceed the



TSCA limt of 2 ppmPCBs for return-to-comerce. Bulk recycling is, therefore, infeasible
and the follow ng discussion explains in nmore detail why this Alternative is not viable

Separ ation technol ogi es have been inpl enented on sanples of the fluff in nmultiple pilot
studies to evaluate the feasibility of separating recyclable fractions intermxed in the
fluff pile. These pilot studies have achi eved success in separating |arge debris from
plastics and netals. However, the ultinmate viability of the recycling alternative is
driven by the attai nment of threshold requirenents. As noted above, both the PVC and PE
have PCB concentrations above the TSCA limt for return-to-conmmerce, even after washing of
PE. Additionally, the purity of PVC and PE are not at high enough levels to be readily
accepted into the recycling market. A large quantity of the fluff pile (up to 60% would
still require off-site disposal of non-recyclable fractions.

Based on the level of PCBs in the recovered fluff pile fractions, and the ineffectiveness
of washing technol ogi es to renove the PCBs bel ow TSCA “return to conmerce” concentrations
(2 ppm), the recycling alternative is not a viable renedial alternative. In addition to
the PCB contami nation issue, there are concerns regarding the purity of recovered
material, as well as the narket demand and acceptance of potentially recovered fluff pile
fractions. The plastic in the fluff pile has been exposed to the el enents and sunshi ne for
many years whi ch degrades plastic. The quality of the plastic is therefore low, and the
stigna of waste originating at a Superfund Site may cause potential purchasers liability
concerns. EPA and the Respondent have agreed that recycling is not a viable alternative
for the fluff, due to the inability to conmply with required off-site regul ations.

Alternative 2 - On-Site Stabilization and Of-Site D sposa

Total Capital Cost $23, 169, 000
Aver age Annual Q&M $ 98, 300
Total Present Wirth $24, 680, 000
Tine to | npl enent 18 nont hs

This alternative generally consists of in-situ stabilization of the fluff prior to
off-site transportati on and di sposal, specifically to reduce the solubility of |ead
sufficiently so that the fluff passes the TCLP test. This neans that the fluff would be
chemcally treated to convert the |ead present on the surface to an insoluble form Once
the fluff passes the TCLP test, the stabilized fluff could then be disposed of at an
off-site landfill as non-hazardous waste, except for the presence of PCBs. Although the
fluff is regul ated under TSCA, the June 29, 1998 PCB rul e provides for disposal of plastic
insulation fromwire or cable in non-TSCA solid waste disposal facilities. However, if the
fluff were stabilized on-Site, using an ex-situ treatnent process, or off-site at a
hazardous waste facility, the fluff would be required to satisfy applicable Land D sposa
Regul ations (“LDRs”). The Phase IV LDRs require that the total PCBs be reduced to 10 ppm
inthe fluff, which is not possible, and would require a waiver of the regulation from
EPA. Concentrations of total PCBs vary throughout the pile, but are generally close to the
TSCA-regul ated | evel of 50 ppm Even if both the TSCA and RCRA regul ations are satisfied
di sposal in a nunicipal landfill would al so require acceptance by the disposal facility
and approval by the state where the disposal facility is |located. Mst solid waste
landfills in Pennsylvania are not allowed to accept waste with PCBs above 25 ppm These
landfills would have to apply for a permt nodification which would require a public
hearing potentially producing substantial project delays.

To avoid triggering the RCRA LDRs, in-situ stabilization of the fluff could be perforned
by iterations of spraying of a stabilizing agent on the fluff, followed by excavati on of
the stabilized | ayer. Another stabilizing nethod would consist of injection of the
stabilizing chemcals and m xi ng by augering or simlar neans. Ex-situ stabilization of
the fluff could be performed by conveyance through a spray of the stabilization agent,
bul k mi xing, or simlar neans. Proven stabilization agents consist of pozzolanic nateria
(e.g., portland cenment, flyash, cenent kiln dust, etc.) or phosphate mneralization. This
FFS and the associ ated detailed cost estinmates assune phosphate mineralization
stabilization of the QU3 material. Phosphate mineralization is superior to pozzolanic



stabilization because a mnimal volune increase (5% occurs with phosphate mneralization
The pozzol anic stabilization requires much nore treatnment naterials and a correspondingly
I arge vol une increase resulting in nmuch higher disposal costs

One treatability study investigated the effects of phosphate mineralization using the
MAECTI TE process on the fluff material. This process is a geochenical fixation reaction of
| eachable netals into stable mxed mneral forns of the apatite and barite and m xed forns
of these mnerals. These minerals, especially the mxed substituted apatites, are
extrenely resistant to | eaching under any of the probable environnental conditions and
remain stable in pH conditions ranging between 2 and 12

This alternative could be conpleted within 18 nonths fromthe start of nobilization
However, this aggressive schedule is heavily dependent on the ability of the disposa
facility(ies) to obtain a major permt nodification in a tinely fashion to be able to
accept PCBs, and to have the disposal capacity (total and daily) to accept the 750 tons
per day required in the one year period

It would not be possible to treat all of the debris at the Site. Unprocessed wire, neta
hardware, etc., would be segregated and stockpiled on the Site for recycling or disposal
Itens such as | arge rocks/boul ders and wooden articles (chipped for mulch) would be

st ockpi |l ed separately on-site, characterized, and utilized as part of the site restoration
activities as appropriate, based on characterization results. It would be possible to wash
separated debris, rocks and cenent inside a berned, lined depression, with the rinse
waters directed to the on-site treatnment plant. Al nonrecycl abl e debris and al

non- hazardous soil (based on the TCLP test), containing total |ead concentrati ons between
1,000 and 40,000 ppm could be sent to a municipal or residual waste landfill. Soils and
debris which fail the TCLP test for Iead would be solidified along with the fluff and sent
offsite

Speci fic conponents of Alternative 2, presented in a |likely sequence of inplenentation
include the foll ow ng

. Prepare stagi ng area for equi pnent/operations
. Mobi | i ze equi prent and construction of stabilization units
. Stabilize (in-situ) QU3 fluff, soil, etc. material for RCRA characteristic netals

and stockpile

. Excavate stabilized materia

. Screen/ si ze/ segregate fluff pile nateria

. Sanpl e and anal yze stabilized material for disposal criteria

. Load stabilized material into transport containers ( trucks or train cars)

. Di spose of stabilized materials in appropriate landfill( s) based on sanpling
results

. Rel ocat e nounds of m xed soil and wire debris currently outside the site fence to

the on-site consolidation area

. Sanpl e and identify contam nated soils outside the footprint of the cap and
consolidate for offsite disposal at an appropriate |andfil

. Post excavation sanpling of soils to verify that perfornmance standards were net

. Restore site with vegetation to prevent erosion of soils.



. Denobi | i ze equi pnent and di snantl e process equi pnent

Alternative 3a - On-Site Separation and Resource Recovery (Polyethylene) and OFf-Site
Di sposal of Renmining, Stabilized Fluff

Total Capital Cost $ 32, 634, 000
Aver age Annual Q&M $ 136, 300
Total Present Wirth $ 34, 730, 000
Tine to | npl enent Si x years

Alternative 3a eval uates the separation of PE for resource recovery. In addition to the
separation of PE, the remaining fluff (primarily PVC) woul d be stabilized, using an
in-situ treatnment process to renove the RCRA characteristic for | ead and di sposed of at a
Subtitle D landfill. Non-hazardous soil and debris would also be sent offsite for disposa
as under Alternative 2

Lucent had several different contractors performrecycling studies of the fluff. The
MacLeod and Philip fluff studies concluded that PE could be successfully separated from
the fluff pile material. The MacLeod pilot study denonstrated that the PE plastic chips
coul d be separated fromthe ROD plastic chips by punping a water slurry of the fluff

t hrough a hydrocycl one and sink/float tank where the material is separated i nto conponents
based on specific gravity and renoved with screw augers. The Phillip s study eval uated an
el ectrostatic process to renove netals, followed by a plastics separati on phase. The

pl astics separation process consists of size classification, washing, density

separation and drying. Based on the treatability studies, approxi mately 26% of the Fl uff
consi sts of recoverable PE. The 26% nass translates into 35,000 tons of PE based on the
estimated 136,000 tons (dry weight) of the fluff. A conbination of the data generated
during the investigation of the fluff conmponents indicate that the PE fraction contains 3
to 5 ppmof TCLP lead and total PCB concentrations of approxinmately 20 ppm Because |ead
concentrations in the |l eachate fromthe TCLP test are close to the 5 ppmlevel which

det erm nes whet her the

. Load separated PE into transport containers/ trucks/ train cars

. transport separated PE to WIE facility

. Transport stabilized fluff to disposal facility

. Consol i dat e nmounds of mixed soil and wire debris with contam nated soil for offsite
di sposa

Alternative 3 b - On-Site Separation and Resource Recovery (Copper), and Of-Site D sposa

Total Capital Cost $ 26, 385, 000
Aver age Annual Q&M $ 79, 200
Total Present Wirth $ 27,968, 000
Tine to | npl enent 24 nont hs

Alternative 3b specifically considers the separation of residual copper for recycling. In
addition to the separation of copper, the remaining fluff pile naterial would be
stabilized using an in situ treatnent process (as described in Alternative 2) for |ead

and woul d be disposed of at a Subtitle D landfill. The non-hazardous soil and debris woul d
be consolidated and di sposed of as discussed under Al ternative 2.

The estinmated percentage of total netals in the fluff is 6% and consists primarily of

al um num and copper. This estinmate of metal content is based on analytical data of tota
nmetals found in the raw fluff sanples, and does not represent the recoverable neta

content which is substantially reduced because of wire enbedded in plastic, oxidized
nmetal, fine dust, etc. Following treatability studies, it was determ ned that alum num was
not of sufficient quality to warrant recovery. Several studies were conducted, but the



Sevenson copper recovery process was the nost prom sing

The Phillip/Waxman study utilized an el ectrostatic separati on process which included size
classification, debris renoval, drying, aspiration and el ectrostatic separation. The
Phillip Waxman process was able to separate out a metal stream equival ent to approxi nately
3% of processed fluff material on a dry weight basis. A netal assay perforned on the
separated netal stream (3% determned that only 43.9% of the 3% netal streamwas actually
netal, of which 63.8%was al um num and 34% was copper. These results give an actual usable
netal yield on less than 0.5%recoverable copper in the fluff nmaterial using the Phillip/
Waxman process. This process would take twenty five years to conplete the netal separation
for the entire fluff pile.

The Sevenson process was a conplicated nulti-stage separati on process to renove the fluff
fromthe netals and to separate copper and al umi num The Sevenson copper separation
process, as presented in Section 1.4.4 of the FFS, predicts that 1.5%of the fluff is
recoverabl e copper. The copper recovered would be in the formof a 30% copper concentrate
whi ch woul d be sold to an off-site copper recovery facility for further processing. The
processing rate is estinmated at 600 tons per day, which equates to approxi mately one (1)
year, to process the fluff assum ng 24 hours a day processing. PCB anal ysis of the copper
concentrate resulted in total PCBs of approxinmately 95 ppm presumably due to the PVC
content of the copper concentrate. This PCB | evel conplicates handling of the nmaterial
The Sevenson copper separation process thus operates at a rate conpatible with the
stabilization and di sposal process described in Alternative 2. Sevenson determ ned that
the secondary separation process on-site would be cost prohibitive, with additiona
capital costs of approximately $2.3 mllion

Hanmos USA (“Hanps”) was al so contacted (no fluff sanples were provided) to determne if
there were other copper recovery processes that could be fully inplenentable on-site and
capabl e of generating a 90% or greater copper concentrate which would ensure that tota
PCB concentrati ons well bel ow 50 ppm Hanos responded with a 10 ton per year process which
i ncluded screening, turbomlling (reducing particle size to between 0.1 and 0.2 nmto

i berate enbedded copper frominsulation and renove the oxi de and carbonate filmon the
surface of the copper particles.), followed by electrostatic separation. An optimistic
copper recovery estinmate of approxinmately 4%of the fluff naterial was presented by Hanps.
Even if this untested, estinmated recovery rate is accurate, the separation process would
result in a loss of $84 per hour or $1.5 nillion over the duration of the project. The
actual loss could be rmuch higher and this very conplicated processing proposal had the
potential for severe processing problens and del ayed of project conpletion. Additionally,
the TSCA requires PCBs to be less than 2 ppmin recycled materials. This | evel of PCBs

m ght not be achieved in all batches processed

The Sevenson copper recovery process is the nost feasible of those evaluated. It is
antici pated that the Sevenson copper separation conponent of Aternative 3b could
optimstically be conpleted in one (1) year fromrenedy inplenentati on. The stabilization
and di sposal of the remaining OU3 conponents woul d be inplenmented concurrently with the
separation process. Mbilization and Site preparation is expected to require 2 to 4
nonths, with an additional 3 to 4 nonths required for: a) treating/ disposing; b) on-site
consol idation and di sposal of the underlying/perineter soil and debris; c) soil sanpling
denobi li zation and site stabilization and restorati on; and approxi mately one year of
copper separation and fluff pile residual stabilization and disposal. This alternative
coul d be conpleted within approxinmately 2 years frominpl enentation

As with Alternatives 2 and 3a, non- hazardous unprocessed wire, nmetal hardware, etc.
woul d be segregated and stockpiled on the Site for recycling or disposal

The details of inplenentation woul d depend on the process and renedi al design sel ected and
the in-situ stabilization process. In general, the followi ng steps would be required:

. Prepare stagi ng area for equi pnent/ operations



. Mobi i ze equi prent and construction of the sel ected separation process and
stabilization units

. Stabilize fluff material for RCRA netals
. Excavate stabilized material and screen/ segregate nateri al
. Separate copper concentrate fromfluff material in a nulti-step process which

includes drying to approxi mately 5% noi sture

. Sanmpl e remaining fluff nmaterial for disposal criteria

. Load copper concentrate into transport containers

. Load renmmining fluff into transport containers

. Transport materials to appropriate facilities

. Rel ocat e remai ni ng nounds of m xed soil and wire debris currently |ocated outside of

the fence to the on-site consolidation area

. Consol i dat e non-hazardous soil and debris for shiprment to an appropriate facility
. Site restoration with vegetation to prevent erosion and sedi nentation
. Denobi | i ze equi pnent

Alternative 4 - Direct Current Graphite Arc Melter Technol ogy

Wiile Arc Melter Technology (“AMI”) is considered to be potentially feasible, it is not a
proven technol ogy. This technol ogy consists of passing | arge anounts of electric current
through soil/waste until the soil/waste nelts. The very high tenperatures invol ved
deconpose organi ¢ conpounds and produce gases which need to be collected and treated.

Ext ensi ve research and testing would be required to verify this technology as a viable
renmedi al alternative. By-products resulting fromapplying AMI to the fluff include: toxic
of f-gases, including hydrochloric acid (“HJ ") fromthe processing of PVC. The toxic

of f-gases and HJ woul d need to be either controlled, recovered, neutralized, or recycled
There are serious concerns regarding inplenentation of this alternative, due to the
limted amobunt of past processing experience. In addition, the byproducts of this
treatnent technol ogy nay cause difficulty in providing a renedial alternative that is
protective of human health and the environnment. The high chlorine content of the fluff may
produce unacceptabl e dioxin emssions in off- gases. The energy costs associated with this
alternative are also high and this alternative woul d be extrenely expensive. EPA does not
consider this alternative to be viable because of the problens detail ed above, and

because of the large volune of material to be processed. After further analysis, this

Al ternative was screened out and not eval uated in detail

Alternative 5 - Landfill Daily Cover

Using the fluff pile material as a landfill’s daily cover, as defined under Chapter
273.232 of the Pennsyl vania Minici pal Waste Regul ati ons, woul d not neet the perfornance
requirenents of the regulations presented in Section 2.3.9 of this FFS. This conclusion is
based on di scussions with PADEP representatives and |andfill personnel, and an eval uation
of the physical properties of the fluff and the contam nant |evels. After further

anal ysis, this Alternative was screened out and not evaluated in detail



Alternative 6 - In Place O osure

Total Capital Cost $ 8,871,000
Aver age Annual Q&M $ 261, 500
Total Present Wirth $ 12, 891, 000
Tine to | npl enent 12 nont hs

Alternative 6 consists of an on-site contai nment systemfor the fluff, debris and soils
cont am nat ed above cl eanup levels. This alternative constitutes hybrid-landfill closure

Di sposal occurred before RCRA and therefore only landfill requirenents which are rel evant
and appropriate are ARARs. This systemwould include a | ow perneability, conposite barrier
cap; an upgradi ent surface and ground water diversion/ barrier. The | eachate collection
system woul d be noved and the continued downgradi ent | eachate and overburden ground water
collection and treatnent would continue under the first ROD. The cap design will be for a
“RCRA equivalent” nmultilayered cap (See Figure 6). In order to contain the materials
within an engi neered cap, fluff would need to be redistributed on the Site in order to
establ i sh stable slopes for the cap conponents. About 42 percent of the fluff would need
to be noved and regraded. To mnimze slope stability concerns, final side slopes of no
nore than 4 horizontal to 1 vertical (4H 1V) would be constructed, with a 15 foot wide
terrace for every 25 feet of vertical rise. Regrading of the fluff will increase the fluff
pile footprint. However, this increase can be nmanaged within the Site boundary (See Figure
7). The entire site is contamnated with fluff and this regrading is within the existing
area of contamination and will not trigger the Land D sposal Restriction. In fact when the
contam nated soils are excavated and consolidated the footprint of contam nation will be
smaller than it currently is. Stormwater, surface water and | eachate controls (i.e.

storm wat er di versi ons/ swal es/ basins, an upgradi ent trench for diversion of overburden
ground water, and a rel ocated downgradi ent collection trench to contain inpacted ground
water and | eachate for treatnent) will be inplenented to prevent the potential for surface
wat er and ground water infiltration through the fluff. An upgradi ent ground water

di version trench woul d be constructed deep enough to intercept overburden ground water

whi ch otherwise mght infiltrate through the fluff, so that this water woul d be routed
around the fluff pile and directed to the unnaned streamtributary which |ies southwest of
the Site.

There currently is a | eachate collection trench on the downgradi ent side of the pile to
collect water that has infiltrated through the pile naterial. The collected | eachate is
conveyed to the Site Treatnent Plant (STP) prior to discharge through the NPDES outfall to
the unnaned tributary. There is also a ground water trench that collects overburden water
downgr adi ent of the |l eachate collection trench. These existing trenches woul d be

rel ocated, nmintaining an efficient conbined collection trench | ocated downgradi ent of the
regraded material as required by the QU1 ROD. All water collected in the new downgradi ent
collection trench woul d be directed by gravity to the existing STP, which would treat the
coll ected | eachate prior to discharge

The construction of a |ow perneability cap, along with an engi neered upgradi ent diversion
trench, will greatly reduce the volune of |eachate generated and the volume to be
collected for treatnment. Depending on the volune and quality of the collected | eachate
arrangenents to punp this water to the nunicipal treatnent plant nay be eval uated during
the post construction period. Minicipal treatnment plant acceptance and inplenentation of a
punpi ng stati on woul d decrease the annual O8%M costs, and di scharge to the unnaned
tributary woul d cease

In addition, surface water runoff managenment and erosi on/sedi nent control neasures wll be
constructed and naintained to ensure conpliance with applicable and rel evant and
appropriate regulations. Long-termnonitoring and site inspections will be conducted at
pre-determned locations and intervals to evaluate changes in Site conditions

Landfill gas will be managed as required by PA code 25 section 273.171



Monitoring wells would be required to nake sure that contam nants are contained. The exact
nunber and placenent will be determined by EPA in consultation with the PADEP during the
remedi al design. Because hybrid closure is being used, the nonitoring well requirenents
will not have to conply with all sections of RCRA hazardous waste regul ati ons

Land use restrictions would be inplenented to prevent danage to caps and associ at ed
structures.

Speci fic conponents of this alternative, presented in a |likely sequence of inplenentation
include the foll ow ng

. Prepare for equi pnent/operations

. Mobi | i ze equi prent

. upgrade surface water runoff nmanagenent and erosion and sedi ment control neasures
. Construct upgradient diversion trench

. Rel ocat e the downgradi ent collection channel by constructing a deeper and perhaps

longer trench with a | ow perneability |ining
. Regrade fluff pile
. Consolidate with the graded pile, any visual fluff, mxed wire and soil nounds

outside the fence, and soils with contam nation above the cleanup | evels outside the
regraded pile footprint for placenent under the cap

. Install the cap system and establish vegetation

. Install wells for long-termground water/|eachate nonitoring

. Install perinmeter fence around the entire EDM property wi th warning signs

. Denobi | i ze equi pnent

. I mpl erent | and use restrictions to prevent disturbance of the cap or its associated

structures
. Conti nue operation of the treatnment plant (under the QUL ROD), long termnonitoring,
site inspections, cap naintenance and any other tasks needed to naintain the

protectiveness of the renedy

Augnented I n-Place dosure

Total Capital Cost $ 10, 160, 000
Aver age Annual Q&M $ 261, 500
Total Present Wirth $ 14, 180, 000
Tine to | npl enent 12 nont hs

Di scussions of the In-Place Josure alternative with |ocal business and comunity | eaders
have resulted in the identification of potential redevel opnent scenarios for the Site. An
augrnentation to the In-Place Cosure alternative above could provide available |and for
redevel opnment on the eastern portion of the Site. The augnmentation incorporates
construction of a soil (or other) effective retaining structure on the southern and
western portions of the Site to allow additional consolidation of fluff material to the
west. Fill material would be brought to the Site to help level a portion of the site at
the east end for potential building construction in that area



Thi s gradi ng change provides for four to six acres naxi nrumof available |and for

redevel opnent. This parcel woul d have access to Liberty Avenue and is adjacent to Conrail
tracks providing good opportunities for transportation of products and raw materials. The
remedy inplenmentation tine and cost are estimated to be within 10% of the costs associ at ed
with the in-place closure alternative above and woul d have a Net Present Val ue cost of
$14, 180, 000.

X. COVPARATI VE ANALYSI S OF ALTERNATI VES

EPA has selected Alternative 6, Augnented in-place C osure. EPA believes that Alternative
6 provides the best bal ance of trade-offs anong the alternatives with respect to the nine
(9) evaluation criteria set forth in the NCP at 40 C.F.R Section 300.430(e)(9) to

eval uate alternatives, based on current information. This section profiles the performance
of the selected remedy against the nine criteria, noting how the Sel ected remedy conpares
to the other options under consideration. Table Il, Appendix | shows a conparison table
fromthe FFS which rates the alternatives based on the first seven criteria. The last two
criteria - state acceptance and community acceptance are rated after the comrent period
and public neeting and are di scussed bel ow.

Alternative 1- Recycling, Alternative 4 - Arc Melter Technol ogy, and Alternative 5 -
Landfill Cover have been elinmnated fromdetailed evaluation. Alternative 1, the recycling
remedy was not viable because it would not conply with the required regul ations and there
was no market for the material. Alternative 4, Arc Melter Technol ogy was unproven for this
application and was potentially dangerous. Alternative 5 Landfill Cover was not practical
because the material did not nmeet state requirements and there was no conmercial interest
inits use.

Overall|l Protection of Human Health and the Environment - 40 C.F.R Section
300.43(e)(9)(iii)( A

Overal | protection of human health and the environment addresses whether each alternative
provi des adequate protection of human health and the environment and descri bes how ri sks
posed t hrough each exposure pathway are elimnated, reduced, or controlled through
treatment, engineering controls, and/or institutional controls.

Al of the retained remedial alternatives meet the established renedial action objectives,
including the threshold criteria of adequate protection of human health and the
environnent. Alternatives 2, 3a, and 3b protect human health and the environment by

renovi ng the hazardous conponent of the fluff fromthe Site, while Alternative 6 provides
protection through in-place containnent. Alternative 6 will provide adequate protection
from exposure due to direct contact and/or ingestion, however, perpetual cap naintenance
will be required to ensure total protectiveness. Any substantial breach in the cap would
potentially expose individuals to existing | evel s of contam nation and would all ow the
generation of |eachate.

Conpl i ance with ARARs - Section 121(d) of CERCLA and NCP Section 300.430(f)(1)(ii)(B)
require remedi al actions at CERCLA sites at |east attain legally applicable or rel evant
and appropriate Federal and State requirements, standards, criteria, and limtations which
are collectively referred to as “ARARs,” unless such ARARs are wai ved under Section

121(d) (4) of CERCLA and Sections 300.430(f)(ii)(C of the NCP.

Applicable Requirenents are those cl eanup standards, standards of control, and other
substantive requirements, criteria, or limtations promul gated under Federal environmental
or State environnental or facility siting |laws that specifically address a hazardous

subst ance, pollutant, contam nant, renedial action, |ocation, or other circunstance found
at a Superfund site. Only those State standards that are identified by a state in a timely
manner and that are nore stringent than Federal requirenments nay be applicable. Relevant
and appropriate requirenents are those cl eanup standards, standards of control, and other
substantive requirenments, criteria or linitations promul gated under Federal environnental




or State environnental or facility siting laws that while not “applicable” to a hazardous
subst ance, pollutant, contam nant, renedial action, location, or other circunstance at a
CERCLA site address problens or situations sufficiently simlar to those encountered at a
CERCLA site that their use is well suited to the particular site. Only those State
standards that are identified in a tinely manner and are nore stringent than Federa
requirenents nmay be rel evant and appropriate.

Conpl i ance with ARARs addresses whether a renedy will neet all of the applicable or
rel evant and appropriate requirenments of other Federal and State environnental statutes or
provides a basis for invoking a waiver

Each retained alternative is expected to conmply with the identified ARARs. The federa
RCRA program whi ch nanages hazardous wastes was del egated to the Commonweal t h of

Pennsyl vania. Since the material was di sposed before the RCRA hazardous waste regul ations
wer e passed by Congress, the hazardous waste regul ati ons do not apply unless the fluff is
removed fromthe area of contam nation, or is renoved and treated. EPA has the authority
to selectively apply sone of the RCRA regul ati ons when these regul ati ons are both rel evant
and appropriate for the Site conditions. Since Alternative 6, capping, would |eave the
waste in place, the RCRA regul ati ons woul d not be applicable, although certain aspects of
the RCRA regul ations are rel evant and appropriate. EPA prefers a RCRA equival ent cap for
the fluff pile to nake sure that the waste is contained adequately. A ternatives which
renmove the waste fromthe site or treat the waste ex-situ would trigger application of the
RCRA regul ations, including the Land Di sposal Restriction regulations. Consequently, EPA
woul d need to obtain a waiver of the Phase 4 Land Disposal Restriction requirenent for the
reduction of PCB content in the fluff for all alternatives except Alternative 6. Until an
interpretation is provided by the TSCA program it is assuned that secondary recycling
facilities are afforded exenptions simlar to those granted for recycling processes. This
does introduce sone uncertainty into the process, and only Alternative 6 could definitely
neet all of the ARARs.

Each Alternative includes appropriate neasures to ensure that all action-specific ARARs
are satisfied or wai ved. Thus, each retained alternative is expected to ultimately conply
with the ARARs identified, but Alternative 6 would neet all ARARs requirenents without
usi ng wai vers.

Long-term Effecti veness and Pernmanence - Long term effectiveness and pernmanence refer to
expected residual risk and the ability of a renedy to naintain reliable protection of
human health and the environnent over tinme, once clean-up goals have been nmet. This
criterion includes the consideration of residual risk that will remain onsite follow ng
renedi ati on and the adequacy and reliability of controls.

Alternatives 2, 3a and 3b have a simlar degree of long termeffectiveness and pernmanence
based on renoval of the conponent of the fluff - PVC - containing nost of the contam nants
fromthe Site. However, it should be noted that these materials will require long-term
containnent at the receiving facility. Alternative 6 will also provide a suitable |evel of
I ong-term effectiveness, given the planned |ong-terminspecti ons, mai ntenance and
nonitoring of the remedy and its conponents. The solidification process woul d, however
marginally i nprove the long-termeffectiveness of Alternatives 2, 3a, and 3b by
immbilizing lead. All of the alternatives presented will provide a simlar |evel of

l ong-term effectiveness and pernmanence

Reduction of Toxicity, Mbility or Volune Through Treatnent - Reduction of toxicity,
nobi lity or volune through treatnent refers to the anticipated performance of the
treatnment technol ogies that may be included as part of a renedy.

On-site stabilization of the fluff is incorporated in Alternatives 2, 3a and 3b
Stabilization satisfies the CERCLA preference for renedial alternatives that permanently
and significantly reduces the nobility, toxicity or volune of the hazardous substances
through waste treatment. The stabilization process reduces the contam nant nobility
(reduces leachability to a mnor degree, given that PCBs and | ead are already not very



| eachable). The toxicity of the fluff has been better defined through sanpling and

anal ysis during the FFS eval uation. The leachability of lead in fluff, under natura

condi tions, has been found to be nuch | ower than anticipated (0.008 ng/kg) using the SPLP
anal ysis described in Appendix E of (“Act I1”). As expected, |eachable PCB concentrations
were non-detect (TCLP) in the fluff. None of the Alternatives reduces the vol une of

contami nated naterial in the fluff pile, and the stabilization alternatives (A ternatives
2, 3a and 3b) nmay actually increase the overall waste vol une through the addition of
stabilizing agents. The separation alternatives generally, concentrate the contaminants in
the remaining materials. Only the copper recovery alternative mnimally reduces the

physi cal volune of the nmaterial for disposal (1.5 percent of the total fluff pile nass).

Short Term Effectiveness - Short termeffectiveness addresses the period of tine needed to
inpl enent the renedy and any adverse inpacts that may be posed to workers, the comunity
and the environnent during construction and operation of the renedy until cleanup |levels
are achi eved.

Alternatives 2, 3a and 3b present significantly greater short- termexposure risks than
Alternative 6 because of the greater degree of material disturbance, handling and dust
control required. The |oading and off-site transportation of the | arge volune of waste
materials associated with alternatives 2, 3a and 3b al so present significant short-term
inplenentation risks. Alternative 6 presents the highest degree of short-term
effectiveness, based on its shorter inplenmentation schedule and the | esser degree of
materi al disturbance and handling. Alternative 3a presents the | owest degree of short-term
effectiveness, based on a greater degree of material handling and a | onger inplenentation
schedul e which is about five tines |longer than the other alternatives

Inmpl emrentability - Inplenmentability addresses the technical and administrative feasibility
of a renedy from design through construction and operation. Factors such as the
availability of services and naterials, admnistrative feasibility, and coordination with
ot her governnment entities are al so consi dered

Each of the retained alternatives involve proven technol ogi es which can be adapted and
constructed to operate effectively at the Site. The sel ected copper separation process in
Alternative 3b doesn't significantly increase the inplenentati on schedul e when conpared to
stabilization alone, but does substantially increase the potential for equi prent down-tine
and project delays, because the entire fluff pile will need to be processed. Because
Alternative 3b requires drying of the naterial to less than 5 percent noisture for
effective separation, significant power consunption will be required. The separati on of PE
in Alternative 3a requires a significant volune of water for inplenmentation. Aternative 2
is arelatively straightforward renedi ati on process, and will likely require the |east
invol ved design effort prior to inplenentation. Alternative 6 will require the regrading
of material to establish suitable side slopes prior to installing the | owperneability
cap, but prelimnary design evaluations have determned that this is readily

inpl enentabl e. Additional treatability studies would need to be conducted prior to and
during the design of Alternatives 3a and 3b. The significant volunes of nmaterial to be
stabilized and transported off-site for disposal in association with Alternatives 2, 3a
and 3b, present sonme significant inplenentation concerns and potential risks associated
with increased truck traffic, potential traffic accidents and spills. Overall, Aternative
6 is considered to be the best alternative with respect to its inplenmentability.

Cost - The estinated cost of the renedy including capital cost, operations and mai ntenance
costs, and overall present worth cost of the alternatives.

A summary of the total estimated present worth cost for each alternative is as follows:
At. 2 - On-Site Stabilization and Of-Site D sposal $ 24, 680, 000

Alt. 3a - On-Site Separation and Resource Recovery of Pol yet hyl ene
and O f- Site D sposal $ 34, 730, 000



At. 3b - On-Site Separation and Resource Recovery of Copper and
O f-Site D sposal $ 27,968, 000

Alt. 6 - In-Place dosure $ 12,891, 000

In-Place dosure with Engi neering Design That Wuld Al ow
Beneficial Re-Use of Some Property $ 14, 180, 000

The cost presented for Alternative 6 includes |ong- termoperation and nai ntenance (“Q8&\M)
costs, including operation of the Site Treatnent Plant, which have been estimated based on
an assuned 30 year &M period and a five percent discount rate. O& costs for Alternatives
2, 3a, and 3b includes operation of the Site Treatnment Plant for five years post renedy
inplenentation. Al of the alternatives address the renedi ati on of soils underlying the
fluff pile, closure of the runoff basin, and perineter/soil fluff.

The total Present Worth project cost for Alternatives 2, 3a and 3b is based upon the
assunption that disposal of the stabilized fluff will be in a Subtitle D (solid waste)

landfill. If a permt nodification is not obtained by the receiving landfill, and if
disposal in a TSCA landfill is required, the transportation and di sposal cost of the
remedy will increase to $120 to $200 per ton, nore than double the $50 per ton cost

presented in this evaluation

State Acceptance - Acceptance of the renedial alternative by the Commonweal th of
Pennsyl vani a’ s Departnment of Environnental Protection

The PADEP has concurred with the sel ected renedy.

Community Acceptance - The acceptance by the community is judged by coments received
during the comment period and during the Proposed Pl an public neeting

EPA has recei ved nunerous comments fromboth residents and el ected officials both in
witing and during the public neeting opposing the capping alternative (Alternative 6).

The public neeting was attended by approxinately 200 people. Opposition at the public
neeting was vi gorous and unani nously agai nst capping the fluff pile. Congressman Tim

Hol den and his aide Bill Hanley attended the neeting. Congressnan Hol den read a prepared
statenent to the public neeting record in opposition to the cap alternative. State
Representative Argall also sent M. Mke Qgurski, who al so read a prepared statenent
opposing the cap alternative.

Congressman Hol den submitted a letter to Brad Canpbel |, the (now forner) Regiona

Adm nistrator, in opposition to the cap and al so submtted a letter to Carol Browner,
EPA's Administrator, asking for a neeting to discuss the proposed cap alternative. Caro
Browner was unable to neet with him and Congressnman Hol den met with TimFields and Brad
Campbel | at EPA Headquarters to discuss the cap alternative. Congressman Hol den asked EPA
to verify the relative costs of treatnent and offsite di sposal versus cappi ng
Subsequent |y, Congressman Hol den asked again for a neeting with Carol Browner, but a
change in admnistration prevented this neeting. EPA suggested a followp neeting after
the cost review was conpleted. State Senator Janes Rhoades al so submitted a letter to EPA
during the comment period opposing the cap alternative

Approxi mately 1400 signatures were subnitted on a petition opposing the capping
alternative which stated: “W the undersigned request that the EPA renoves the entire
Diversified Metals fluff pile. W also want the entire site renedi ated and cl eaned up as
soon as possible. W do not want the fluff pile capped.” Additionally, eighteen letters
fromindividuals were received in opposition to the capping alternative during the coment
period. A nore detailed discussion of the specific issues raised in the public's comments
will be included in the attached Responsiveness Sumary.



Rush Townshi p, Kline Townshi p and Tanaqua Borough all submitted |letters opposing the cap

alternative, as did Schuylkill County. The follow ng environnental organizations al so
expressed opposition to the cap alternative: 1) Little Schuylkill Conservation dub; 2)
Schuyl ki |l Headwat ers Associ ati on; Rush Townshi p Environnmental Conm ssion; and 4)

Schuyl ki Il Conservation District.

Lucent Technol ogies sent a letter during the coment period supporting the cap
alternative.

Xl . PRI NCI PAL THREAT WASTES

The NCP establishes an expectation that EPA will use treatnent to address the principal
threats posed by a site wherever practicable (NCP Section 300.430(a)(1)(iii)(A)).
Identifying principal threat waste conbi nes concepts of both hazard and risk. In general,
principal threat wastes are those source materials considered to be highly toxic or highly
mobi | e which general ly cannot be contained in a reliable manner or woul d present a
significant risk to hunan health or the environnment shoul d exposure occur. Conversely,
non-princi pal threat wastes are those source materials that generally can be reliably
contai ned and that would present only a lowrisk in the event of exposure. The manner in
whi ch principal threats are addressed will generally determ ne whether the statutory
preference for treatnment as a principal elenent is satisfied.

Al t hough no “threshhold |l evel” of toxicity has been established to identify principal
threat wastes, a general rule of thumb has been to consider wastes posing a potential risk
several orders of magnitude above risk based |evels.

The nost toxic substances at the EDMsite were dioxin, PCBs and | ead. A principal threat
anal ysis of these conmpounds foll ows:

Dioxins in soils - EPA's current policy is to clean up dioxins to 1 ppb in residential
areas and 5ppb to 20 ppb in industrial areas. However, EPA is close to issuing a dioxin
reassessnent report which may cause EPA to reeval uate those | evels. D oxin concentration
level s two orders of magnitude (100 ppb) would then constitute relatively conservative
level for a principal threat in an industrial site setting. EPA believes that the fluff
and soil above this |level have already been renoved by the renedial action required under
the first ROD. Dioxins are large nolecules with relatively low mobility which tend to
adhere to soil surfaces.

Lead - EPA' s gui dance suggests treatnent of Principal Threats and contai nnent of | ower
level threats. A “rule of thunb” is that concentrations two orders of nagnitude (100x)
above safe concentrati ons of contami nants are principal threats. A concentration of 400
ppmlead is considered to be a safe level of lead in a residential play area. Two orders
of magni tude above this | evel would be 40,000 ppm This 40,000 ppm | evel could be used as
the line above which treatment, as opposed to onsite or offsite containnent, of the |ead
shoul d occur. This 40,000 ppmlead | evel was, in fact, used at another Superfund Site in
Region 3 that is simlar in many ways to the EDM Site. Sanpling has shown that the soil
and fluff at the EDM Site are well below this threshold |evel for treatnent of |ead which
poses a Principal Threat. At the EDM Site, |ead has been relatively inmmobile and is only
present at low levels in | eachate despite the | arge volunme of naterial. This cleanup |evel
of 400 ppmw || be fully protective of human health and the environment long into the
future.

PCBs - Alevel of 1 ppmis considered to be safe for residential areas by EPA s gui dance
docunents. Two orders of nagnitude above this | evel would be 100 ppm EPA' s sanpling
results indicate that virtually all of the fluff and site soils are below this |evel. PCBs
are also relatively large nolecules with |ow solubility and nobility which tend to adsorb
to soils.



In summary, EPA believes that the only principal threat at the Site was the fluff

contam nated with high levels of dioxins due to the fires at the Site. This material has
been renoved and sent offsite for incineration. The relatively low nmobility of the nost
toxi c contam nants rmakes containnent a very viable alternative which will be protective of
human heal th and the environnent.

Xl'l. SELECTED REMEDY AND PERFORMANCE STANDARDS
Rational e for the Sel ected Renedy

Alternative 6 - In Place Josure Wth Institutional Controls and an Engineering Design
That Wuld Allow Beneficial Re-Use of Sone Property - the Selected Renedy. This
alternative is recommended because it will achieve substantial risk reduction by
preventing any contact with the waste and contam nated soils, and will eventually
elimnate | eachate and further sedinent contami nation of the streamto the south of the
Site. This alternative will provide as nmuch acreage as possible to encourage benefici al
reuse for a commercial or industrial enterprise. This Alternative will reduce risk sooner
and wi Il cost nuch less than the other Alternatives. This alternative will mnimze the
nunber of trucks or railcars carrying hazardous waste and traveling through the comunity.
It will reduce the amount of dust generated by minimzing the amount of fluff disturbance
and nmaterials handling. Since the contam nants are non- volatile, dust would be a najor
exposure pathway and this alternative will mnimze the risk fromdust.

Institutional controls will prevent erosion or danmage to the cap and associ ated structures
such as the stormwater conveyances, |eachate collection and treatnment system and
subsequent contact with the waste. The institutional controls on the use of the cap are
necessary to prevent erosion and danmage to the liners by heavy equi pment. The fluff
material is conpressible and al though the design will produce a stable cap, this naterial
and its cap are not a good candidate for any active use, including recreational uses.
Recreational use of the cap is inappropriate because the cap is terraced and woul d not
provide a large flat area in that the cap will be designed to facilitate runoff.
Recreational use woul d increase erosion and mai ntenance costs and pose a potenti al
liability risk to the PRP and the governnment. The capped area, drainage channels, |eachate
coll ection and treatnment system nmaintenance roads and nonitoring wells will require
virtually all of the land within the restricted area, and institutional controls wll
protect their integrity. EPAis concentrating the usable area at the eastern end of the
site for potential appropriate industrial and commercial reuse.

A fence is necessary to prevent trespassing by children who could potentially drown in the
st ornwat er i npoundnent or be injured by other physical hazards presented by the Site. The
fence will also reduce the potential for vandalismof the wellheads, treatnment system or
i nappropriate use by notorized recreational vehicles.

This Alternative is the only viable alternative which would not require an ARARS wai ver of
the Phase |V Land D sposal Restriction for the treatnment of underlying hazardous
constituents (primarily PCBs). The Phase |V LDRs would require that PCBs be reduced to 10
ppmor belowif the waste were treated to renove the | ead characteristic. Incineration is
probably the only practical way to achieve this |level and woul d be cost prohibitive. Even
if a waiver of this requirenment were obtained, state restrictions on |landfill acceptance
of waste containing PCBs is another difficult hurdle that could prevent disposal, or
dramatical ly increase costs. Solid waste landfills in Pennsylvania at a reasonabl e

di stance (Figure 1b) would need a najor pernit nodification and would require a public
hearing to accept the wastes fromEDM At |east one of those |landfills has been subjected
to antagonismfromthe public and a notice that CERCLA wastes woul d be di sposed woul d only
provoke the situation. Additionally, EPA did not consider nmoving the material fromone
community contai nnent to another community contai nment to be appropriate.

Alternative 6 will also revise the following actions for the PCB fluff “hotspots” as
defined in ROD# 1.



1) PCB Hot Spots The ROD#L issued in 1990 called for incineration of “PCB hotspots” of
fluff which were over 25 ppmof PCBs. At the tine, several detections of very high |levels
of PCBs were reported in a very snall area of the fluff pile. Further sanpling and

exam nation by Lucent indicated that these very high | evels were not due to PCBs, but were
due to a simlar conpound known as pol ychl ori nat ed napht hal enes which were m sidentified
as PCBs. The very stringent hunan health cl eanup |l evel of 25 ppmPCBs in fluff to be
incinerated was sel ected because a relatively small volune of contam nated fluff above
that | evel was expected based on the analytical results available at that tinme. If

equi pnrent were already nobilized to renove the high levels of PCBs, it would not have been
excessively expensive to renedi ate the snall areas down to bel ow 25 ppm of PCBs. Further
studies of the fluff, however, have shown that the average PCB level in the fluff is about
50-60 ppmand virtually all of the fluff contains PCBs at concentrations bel ow 100 ppm |If
the original ROD was inplenented, it would require incineration of the entire fluff pile
at enornous cost. Additionally, incineration could pose a risk to the community living
near the incinerator due to the propensity for dioxin production fromthe incineration of
PVC. The selected renmedy will adequately address the fluff contaminated with this |evel of
PCBs by placing this PCB contam nated fluff under the cap

2) PCB deanup Levels ROD#1 issued in 1990 required that fate and transport nodeling be
conducted for the cleanup level to be used to renedi ate the hotspots. The ROD stated that
either a cleanup level of 25 ppmof PCBs be used, or the | evel based on Fate and Transport
nodel i ng whi chever is |ower. Because the identified PCB hotspots were due to an anal ytica
problemand did not really exist, no fate and transport nodeling was conducted and the PCB
renmoval action was never conducted. The selected renmedy will adequately address the actua
PCB levels in the fluff by preventing contact or inhalation

In summary, there are no principal threats renaining at the site, and consequently
containnent of the remaining fluff and contam nated soils is the nost appropriate renedi a
action. Additionally, this remedy is consistent with renedi es selected at simlar sites in
Regi on 3 and across the nation

Description of the Sel ected Renedy and Perfornmance Standards

General Description
Alternative 6 consists of an on-site contai nment systemfor the fluff, debris and soils

cont am nat ed above cl eanup levels. This alternative constitutes hybrid-landfill closure
Di sposal occurred before RCRA and therefore only landfill requirenents which are rel evant
and appropriate are required. This systemshall include a | ow perneability, RCRA

equi val ent, conposite barrier cap; an upgradient surface and ground water

di version/barrier. The downgradi ent | eachate and overburden ground water collection will
be relocated and treatment will continue under the QUL ROD. The remedy al so i ncludes a
fence around the perineter of the property, and warning signs. A stormnater collection
basi n and drai nage channel s shall be constructed to prevent run-on and to collect run-off
as described in the Focused Feasibility Study. Institutional controls will be utilized to
prevent danage to the cap and associ ated structures, danage to the | eachate collection
systemor stornwater control system The institutional controls will also prevent access
to the site by unauthorized personnel because of physical hazards. Ground water nonitoring
wi Il be conducted to detect any potential (but unlikely) releases fromthe contai nnment
system Ongoing nmai ntenance will be conducted as necessary and periodic inspections of the
cap will be required. Five year statutory reviews will be required because waste will be
left in place.

Per f ormance St andards

1) Onsite soils outside the footprint of the cap area described in nunber 3 bel ow, nust
neet the follow ng cleanup levels for Site contam nants which are shown in the follow ng
tabl e which also gives the risk associated with each contam nant soil concentration. The
soil cleanup levels are given in the followi ng table:




Consti t uent Soi | d eanup Level Ri sk at d eanup Hazard | ndex at
Level Cl eanup Level

Manganese 1, 000 ny/ kg 0. 006

Copper 270 ng/ kg 0. 007

Zi nc 400 ny/ kg 0. 002

DEHP bi s 100 ny/ kg 0. 2E- 05 0. 10

(2- et hyhexyl )

pht hal at e

PCBs 10 ng/ kg 1.4E-05

Di oxi ns 0.50 ug/ kg 3. 5E-05

Total Risk or Hi 5. 1E- 05 0.12

The lead soil cleanup level will be 400 ppm Lead contact risks are calculated differently
than the other nmetals which focus on the damage to organs. The acceptable lead level is
based on the risk to the intelligence of infants and devel oping children. The resulting
safe lead levels are nuch lower than if they were devel oped based on danage to organs. The
mat hermatical basis is different and lead is not added to the aggregate Hazard | ndex.

Al contaninated fluff above the cleanup levels for fluff set in the first Record of

Deci si on have been renmoved and incinerated, but soils beneath this dioxin renmoval (Forner
Burn Area) area are generally above the soil cleanup |evels stated above for exposed
soils. The disposition of the various |evels of dioxin contam nated soils will be as

fol | ows:

Soi | s above the exposed soil cleanup | evel of 0.50 ppb, but below 50 ppb TEQ wi Il be shall
be consolidated with the fluff in accordance with (2) bel ow

Soils with dioxins above 100 ppb Toxicity Equivalent (TEQ shall be sent for offsite
incineration to a facility in conformance with Section 121(d)(3) of CERCLA. Soils with

di oxi ns between 50 and 100 ppb TEQ shall be sent to either an offsite incinerator, or to a
RCRA Subtitle C hazardous waste landfill in conformance with Section 121(d)(3) of CERCLA
Soi | s above the exposed soil cleanup | evel of 0.5 ppb, but bel ow 50 ppb TEQ wi || be pl aced
under the onsite cap.

2) In order to contain the fluff and contami nated soil within an engi neered cap,

redi stribute and grade the fluff on the Site in order to establish stable slopes for the
cap conponents. About forty two percent of the fluff will need to be noved and regraded.
To minimze slope stability concerns, final side slopes of no nore than 4 horizontal to 1
vertical (4H 1V) shall be constructed, with a 15 foot wide terrace for every 25 feet of
vertical rise (see Figure 8). Regrading of the fluff will increase the fluff pile
footprint. However, this increase can be managed within the area of contamnation and the
Site Boundary (See Figure 7).

3) Install a cap over all of the regraded fluff pile and the soil placed in accordance
with (1) above to prevent contact with any of this waste and contam nated soil and to
prevent significant |eaching of water into the waste and contam nated soil. The cap design
will be for a “RCRA equivalent” multilayered cap (See Figure 6) in conpliance with 40

C. F.R Section 264.301(c)(1)(i)(A) for the cap liner. The cap will also comply with 40
C.F.R Section 264.310(a), 40 C.F.R 264.310(b)(1), and 40 C.F. R 264.310(b)(5). The cap
will be installed with the follow ng conponents(“the Cap”): 1) A soil subbase of about 12
i nches (exact anount determned during remedial design) will be placed over the graded
fluff; 2) A geoconposite liner (GCL) with a pernmeability of less than 10-7 will be
installed over the subbase. A 40 nil textured high density polyethylene |iner (HDPE) |iner



will be installed over the GCL. A drainage net will be installed over the HDPE |liner and
will be covered by 18" of clean soil which neets PADEP standards for safe fill. Six inches
of topsoil which also nmeets PADEP standards for safe fill will formthe top | ayer of the
containnent. The cap will be seeded and mnul ched and appropriate erosion controls will be
mai ntai ned as required by 25 PA Code Section 288.236, until a vegetative cover has been
establ i shed successfully as defined by 25 PA Code Section 288.237

4) During the remedi al design, conduct a study to estimate of the amount of landfill gas
emtted and the constituents in the landfill gas to determ ne whether a gas collection
system and treatnment systemis needed. Landfill gas shall be nanaged as required by Pa

Code 25 section 273.171 and rel evant sections of 25 Pa. Code Chapter 288, including
construction of a gas collection systemin accordance with these provisions. If a gas
collection systemis constructed, the landfill gas emitted will be sanpled to determ ne
whet her gas controls are needed to prevent an explosion risk or 10-6 risk to human health,
or the environnent. |If controls are needed, they will be installed to reduce those risks
to the public and in accordance with any applicable requirenents of the dean Air Act.

5) The potential for surface water and ground water infiltration through the fluff, shal
be reduced to the maxi mum extent practicable through the installation of stormwater,
surface water and | eachate controls (i.e., stormwater diversions/swal es/basins, an
upgradi ent trench for diversion of overburden ground water, and rel ocation of the
downgr adi ent collection trench to contain inpacted overburden water and | eachate for
treatnent).

An upgradi ent ground water diversion trench shall be constructed deep enough to intercept

over burden ground water which otherwise mght infiltrate through the fluff, and this water
shall be routed around the fluff pile and directed to the unnaned streamtributary to the
sout hwest of the Site

6) Maintain the current |eachate collection systemon the downgradi ent side of the pile to
collect water that has infiltrated through the pile naterial as required by the first ROD.
The col l ected | eachate shall be conveyed to the STP prior to discharge through the NPDES
outfall to the unnanmed tributary (Figure 9). Relocate existing trenches to naintain an
efficient conbined collection trench | ocated downgradi ent of the regraded naterial and
outside the footprint of the cap to conply with the first ROD.

7) Al water collected in the new downgradi ent collection trench shall be conveyed to the
exi sting STP, which would treat the collected | eachate prior to discharge to conply with
the first ROD. PADEP has recently sanpl ed | eachate, shallow ground water, influent to the
treatnent plant and effluent fromthe treatnent plant. The permt for the NPDES discharge
has expired and the PADEP will review and nmay revise discharge levels for the treatnent

pl ant.

8) Surface water runoff nmanagenent and erosion/sedi nent control neasures will be
constructed and naintained to ensure conpliance with applicable and rel evant and
appropriate regulations, in accordance with rel evant sections of 25 Pa. Code Chapter 102
(erosion control); 25 Pa. Code Chapter 105 (for sedinent pond construction and

mai nt enance), and 25 Pa. Code Chapter 288 (the Pennsyl vani a Resi dual Waste Managenent
Regul ations). Long-termnonitoring and site inspections will be conducted at
pre-determned | ocations and intervals to evaluate changes in Site conditions. Managenent
of the surface water to control erosion and sedinmentation will be based on a 25-year
24-hr rainfall. The local County Conservation District will be sent a copy of any erosion
and sedi nmentation control plans.

9) Monitoring wells shall be installed and periodically sanpled to nmake sure that Site
contami nants in ground water are not increasing and are not mgrating at levels posing a
risk to human health and the environnent. The ground water shall be sanpled for the Target
Conmpound List volatiles and sem -volatiles, the Target Analyte List, and PCBs. The exact
nunber, placenent and sanpling frequency will be determined by EPA in consultation with
PADEP during the renedial design. There will be at |east one upgradient well nest of one



well installed in both the shall ow and deep zones of the aquifer, and three downgradi ent
well nests with one well installed in both the shall ow and deep zones of the aquifer
Because hybrid closure is being used, the ground water nonitoring well requirenents will
not have to conply with all sections of RCRA hazardous waste regul ati ons (Subpart F) which
are highly prescriptive and targeted to nonitor an active hazardous waste | andfil
receiving a wide array of wastes. Technical Gound water nonitoring requirenents will be
determ ned during the renedial design in consultation with the PADEP.

10) Land use restrictions to the cap will be inplenented to prevent any |and use of the
cap, that woul d pose a risk of damage to the cap and associated structures, or a risk of
injury to people fromthe on-site response structures and equi pnent. Additionally, this
restriction will prevent any disturbance or nodifications to any of the ancillary systens
whi ch support the viability of the cap such as the surface water drainage systens and the
| eachate coll ection systens.

11) Entry along the entire perineter of the site will be restricted by an eight foot high
chainlink fence. Were possible, the existing chainlink fence can be used in order to
prevent hunman activity on the cap and renedi ation area that could cause damage. Warni ng
signs will be placed at 100 foot intervals so that they can be seen by anyone approaching
the fence. Site security will be maintained.

12) Mai ntenance of the cap will be in accordance with 40 C F. R 264.117 and al so the
approved renedi al design requirenents

13) Land use in the portion of the site to be nade avail able for redevel oprment will be
limted to industrial or comercial use, so long as such use does not include child care
or youth recreational facilities. It is anticipated that this restriction will be
acconpl i shed through | ocal zoning. Qher institutional controls nay be enployed to
acconplish this result if needed.

I mpl enent ati on Conponent s
Speci fic conponents of this alternative, presented in a |likely sequence of inplenentation
include the foll ow ng

. Obtain required permts, prepare for equi pment/ operations and nobilize to Site
. Install perinmeter fence around the entire EDM property wi th warning signs
. Begi n i nplementing | and use restrictions to prevent disturbance of the cap or its

associ ated structures so that these will be in place at conpletion of construction

. Upgrade surface water runoff nmanagenent and erosion and sedi nent control neasures
and construct upgradi ent diversion trench

. Rel ocate the downgradi ent collection channel by constructing a deeper and perhaps
longer trench with a | ow perneability |iner

. Test soils outside the footprint of the cap to see if above cleanup levels early in
the remedial action so that results are avail able before regrading is conpl eted

. Regrade fluff pile and notify EPA of the discovery of any drums, containers, or
clearly unusual naterials found during regrading, so that EPA can nake a decision in
consultation with the PADEP on the need to segregate or dispose of these naterials

. Consolidate with the graded pile, any visual fluff, mxed wire and soil nounds
outside the fence, and soils with contam nation above the cleanup | evels outside the

regraded pile footprint for placenent under the cap

. Install the cap system erosion controls on cap and establish vegetation



. Install wells for long- termground water/ |eachate nonitoring
. Denobi | i ze equi pnent

. Conti nue operation of the treatnment plant as required by the first Record of
Decision, and long termnonitoring, site inspections, cap nai ntenance and any ot her
tasks needed to maintain the protectiveness of the renedy as required by this Record
of Deci sion

Additional details of the selected renedy are described in Appendix IV and in Section Xl I
under Conpliance with Applicable or Rel evant and Appropriate Requirenents.

Di scussions of the In-Place Josure alternative with |ocal business and comunity | eaders
have resulted in the identification of potential redevel opnent scenarios for the Site
Augnent ation of the In-Place dosure alternative shall provide available land for

redevel opnment on the eastern portion of the Site. The augnentation incorporates
construction of a soil (or other effective retaining structure such as gabi ons) retaining
wal | on the southern and western portions of the Site to allow additional consolidation of
fluff material to the west. Fill nmaterial meeting PADEP requirenents for clean fill will
be brought to the Site to help level a portion of the site at the east end for potentia
bui l ding construction in that area.

This grading change will produce at nost, four to six acres naxi nrumof available | and for
redevel opnent. This parcel woul d have access to Liberty Avenue and is adjacent to Conrail

tracks providing good opportunities for transportation of products and raw nateri al

Summary of the Estimated Renedy Costs

Total Capital Cost $ 10, 160, 000
Aver age Annual Q&M $ 261, 500
Total Present Wirth $ 14, 180, 000
Tine to | npl enent 12 nont hs

The remedy inplenmentation tinme and cost is estimated to be within 10% of the costs
associated with the In-Place closure alternative without providing an area for devel opnent
and woul d have a NPV cost of $ 14,180,000. The detailed costs are shown in Table 1,

Appendi x |.

The information in this cost sutmary table is based on the best avail able infornation
regarding the antici pated scope of the renedial alternative. Changes in the cost el enent
are likely to occur as a result of new information and data collected during the

engi neering design of the remedial action. Mjor changes nmay be docunented in the form of
a menorandumin the Adm nistrative Record file, an ESD, or a ROD anendnent. The cost
estimate is an order of nmgnitude engineering cost estimate that is expected to be within
+30% to -50% of the actual project cost.

Expect ed Qutcones of the Sel ected Renedy

The prinmary expected outcone is the reduction of potential risk to the community from
direct exposure to the fluff. The selected renedy will elimnate dust, and migration via
surface water runoff, inproving the ecol ogical environnment in the unnaned tributary and
elimnating mgration of fluff to the Little Schuylkill R ver. The landfill wll nanage
landfill gas and treat the gas if necessary elimnating a slight odor that has been
perceptible by sone residents near the Site. The existing | eachate shoul d decrease after
the cap is installed and the need to treat the | eachate should eventually end

A No Action ROD has previously been issued for the deep ground water, and as the |eachate
is reduced due to the cap and associ ated drai nage systens, the already mnor risk to the
unaf fect ed deep ground water will also be reduced. The reinstallation of the | eachate
collection system due to the installation of the cap will give a new opportunity to



intercept |eachate which currently nay be bypassing the existing collection trenches. The
| eachate collection systemis not an elenent of this ROD, since it was required by a
previ ous ROD. However, the novenent of the fluff within the contam nated area and

engi neering considerati ons nake reinstallation a necessity.

The Site property will be divided into two portions: 1) Approxinmately four to six acres at
the eastern end of the site to be |leveled and nade avail able for commercial/ industria
devel opnent. 2) Al of the renmaining area of the property. See conceptual design in Figure
10.

AREA AVAI LABLE FOR REUSE

Augnent ation of the In-Place Josure alternative will restore land for reuse of the
eastern portion of the Site. Fill nmaterial neeting PADEP requirenents for clean fill, wll
be brought to the Site to help level a portion of the site at the east end for potentia
buil ding construction in that area. This grading change will restore about four to six
acres nmaxi mum of available | and for redevel opnent. This parcel woul d have access to

Li berty Avenue and is adjacent to Conrail tracks providing good opportunities for
transportati on of products and raw materials, which should encourage business devel oprment
and jobs for the community. This RODis clear that the goal is only to provide the
opportunity for future commercial |and use and will not include actual commercial or
industrial devel opment or the construction of a building or other facilities.

The I and provided for devel opment coul d be used several years after all equipnent is
denobi | i zed and a durable, mature, vegetated cover has been established on the |andfil

and the area avail able for devel opnent.

CAPPED AREA AND SUPPORTI NG STRUCTURES/ UTI LI TI ES

Wth the exception of the eastern portion of the Site available for reuse as discussed
above, the renminder of the Site property will be fenced and the only contenpl ated use
wi Il be operation and mai ntenance of the renedial actions, in accordance with the
institutional controls set forth above. Mdst of this area will be taken up by the cap
drai nage structures, stormwater inpoundnent, naintenance roads and the treatnent plant.
The prinmary site contaminant is lead and this contamnant will renain i mobile under the
cap, therefore, the cap nust be maintained indefinitely. The supporting structures and
mai nt enance roads will be needed indefinitely and any devel opnent thereof could pose a
risk to the integrity of the renedial action. Although there are discrete non-contiguous
sections of this area that exist between constructed el ements of the renedial action
usi ng these for any purpose other than nai ntenance of the renedy woul d pose a risk to the
remedi al action. Mreover, these snall areas within the renedial action construction

area will be very small, and so is any correspondi ng commerci al value. The land is within
an industrial park and is not suitable for public use and could pose a risk to children or
trespassers. Because the cap will be on downward sloping terrain, the cap will need to be
terraced and woul d not nake a good candi date for any recreational use. A stormater

i npoundnent will pose a water hazard to trespassing children and trespassing mght lead to
vandal i smof inportant structures. The fence will be an inpedi nent to trespassing. After
the remedial action is conpleted, EPA would consider proposals to use the property that
woul d not pose any risk to the integrity of the cap, treatnent plant, |eachate collection
system or associate el enents of the renedial action.

The soils must nmeet the following cleanup levels for Site contam nants which are shown in
the followi ng table which also gives the risk associated with each contam nant soi
concentration. The soil cleanup levels are given in the follow ng table:



Consti t uent Soi | d eanup Level Ri sk at d eanup Hazard | ndex at
Level Cl eanup Level

Manganese 1, 000 ny/ kg 0. 006

Copper 270 ng/ kg 0. 007

Zi nc 400 ny/ kg 0. 002

DEHP bi s 100 ny/ kg 0. 2E- 05 0. 10

(2- et hyhexyl )

pht hal at e

PCBs 10 ng/ kg 1.4E-05

Di oxi ns 0.50 ug/ kg 3. 5E-05

Total Risk or Hi 5. 1E- 05 0.12

The lead soil cleanup level will be 400 ppm Lead contact risks are calculated differently
than the other nmetals which focus on the damage to organs. The acceptable lead level is
based on the risk to the intelligence of infants and devel oping children. The resulting
safe lead levels are nuch lower than if they were devel oped based on danage to organs. The
mat hermatical basis is different and lead is not added to the aggregate Hazard | ndex.

Soi|l areas outside the cap and associated structures, but within the Site fence nust also
neet the cleanup levels in the above table.

XI1'l. STATUTORY DETERM NATI ONS

Under CERCLA Section 121 and the NCP, the | ead agency nust sel ect cost effective renedies
that are protective of human health and the environnent, conply with applicabl e of

rel evant and appropriate requirenments (unless a statutory waiver is justified), and
utilize permanent solutions and alternative treatnment technol ogies to the maxi mum extent
practicable. In addition, CERCLA includes a preference for renedies that enploy treatnent
that pernmanently and significantly reduces the volune, toxicity or nobility of hazardous
wastes as a principal element. Thus CERCLA creates a bias against off- site disposal of
untreated wastes. The follow ng sections discuss how the Sel ected Renedy neets these
statutory requirenents.

Protection of Hunman Health and the Environnent

The Sel ected Renmedy, Alternative 6- In-Place Cosure, will protect human health and the
envi ronnent through containnent of the fluff and contamnated Site soils. The Sel ected
Remedy will also prevent mgration of fluff particles through air and surface water

pat hways. The | eachate will be reduced through tinme and the di scharge to the unnaned
tributary should eventually be elimnated. The reduced mgration of contam nants shoul d
inmprove the quality of the unnanmed tributary and its ecosystem

The selected remedy will reduce the Site risk to 5.1x 10-5 even if all conpounds are
present at the Site cleanup levels. This level is towards the upper |evel of EPA' s target
risk range. This is prinmarily due to the presence of dioxin at the Site and the need to
set a cleanup level for dioxin which can be reliably neasured, while considering EPA s
gui dance docunents for dioxin. The summed risk fromeach conponent will produce a risk of
less than 5.1 x 10-5 risk for a hypothetical soil sanple. D oxin contam nation was
actually limted to a hotspot which has been renoved. EPA, therefore, expects that dioxin
will be only be present at nuch lower levels than 0.5 ppb across nost of the Site and
consequently, the actual average risk fromSite soils will probably be towards the mddle



of EPA's risk range after the renediation is conpleted. The sel ected renedy reduces the
Hazard Index well below 1.0 (generally safe level) for system ¢ contam nants.

Conpl i ance with Applicable or Rel evant and Appropriate Requirenents

The Sel ected Renmedy of capping of fluff and contam nated soil conplies with all ARARs. The
Chem cal, Location, and Action-Specific ARARs include the foll ow ng:

The Commonweal th of Pennsyl vani a, Departnent of Environnental Protection, has identified
Pennsyl vani a’s Land Recycling and Environnental Remedi ation Standards Act (Act 2 of 1995)
as an ARAR EPA has determined that Act 2 does not, on the facts and circunstances at the
Site, inpose any requirenents that are nore stringent than the Federal standards.

Cheni cal _Specific ARARs

None

Locati on Specific ARARs

None

Applicabl e Action-Specific ARARs

In the event that unexpected hazardous wastes such as unusual sludges, |iquids or other
materials not part of the nornal fluff nmaterials are discovered during the renedial
action, the Pennsyl vani a Hazardous Waste Managenment Regul ati ons, 25 Pa. Code Chapters
261a, and 262a, and 40 CF.R Part 264, 40 CF. R Section 261.24(toxicity characteristic),
woul d be applicable for the identification, generation, and handling of these hazardous
wastes. Applicable sections of 40 CF.R include: 262.11 (hazardous waste determ nation);
262.20 and 262.23 (general requirenents and nanifests); and 262.30 and

262. 33(pre-transport requirenents).

40 C F.R Section 264.114(Subpart G (di sposal or decontam nation of equipnent, structures
and soils) is applicable to the decontam nation of equipnment used in the excavation of
contam nated naterials during the construction of the cap.

In the event that unexpected hazardous wastes such as unusual sludges, |iquids or other
materials not part of the nornal fluff naterials are excavated and nanaged prior to

shi pping the wastes offsite, 40 C. F. R Subparts 264 Subchapters |, J and L contain
provi sions that woul d be rel evant and appropriate to the tenporary storage of these
hazar dous wastes on-site in containers, tanks or waste piles during excavation, storage
and treatnment of any buried drums, sludges or |iquid wastes which exhibit a RCRA
characteristic other than for |ead. These provisions include: 40 C F. R Sections
264.171-179(use and nmnagenent of containers); 40 C.F.R Sections 264.192-194, 197-199
(tanks); and 40 C F.R Sections 264.251-258 (waste piles).

Rel evant _and Appropriate Action Specific ARARs

Ml til ayer Cap:

The cap will neet 40 CF. R Section 264.301(c)(1)(i)(A which prevents |eachate from
penetrating the liner. The cap will also conply with 40 C F. R Section 264.310(a), 40
C. F.R 264.310(b)(1), and 40 C F.R 264.310(b)(5).

The cap will be seeded and nul ched and appropriate erosion controls will be maintained as
required by 25 Pa. Code Section 288.236, until a vegetative cover has been established
successfully as defined by 25 Pa. Code 288. 237.



Property controls will be naintained to make sure that no danage to the cap or associ ated
structures occurs as required by 40 CF. R Section 264.117.

Er osi on and Sedi nentation Controls

Surface water runoff nmanagenent and erosion/ sedinent control neasures will be constructed
and nmintained to ensure conpliance with applicable and rel evant and appropriate

regul ations, in accordance with 25 Pa. Code Chapter 102 (erosion and sedinent controls),
Sections 102.4, 102.11, and 102.22, and 25 Pa. Code Chapter 288, Sections 288.242 and

288. 243 of the Pennsyl vani a Resi dual Waste Managenent Regul ati ons.

Sedi nent pond construction and nmai ntenance will be conducted in accordance with 25 Pa.
Code Chapter 105( dam safety and waterway nmanagenent), Subchapter B, Sections 105.102-107;
and 105. 131-136.

Al r Em ssions

During construction of the renedial action required by this ROD, fugitive enmissions wll
be controlled as required by 25 Pa Code Section 123.2 and odors fromthe Site and the
conpl eted capped landfill will be limted as required by 25 Pa Code Section 123. 31.

Expl osive and toxic threats fromgas em ssions will be controlled as required by 25 Pa.
Code 288.262, and 25 Pa. Code Section 273.171.

d osure and Mai nt enance

Cl osure and Post dosure requirements will be determ ned by EPA in consultation with the
PADEP in conpliance with the relevant requirenents of 40 C F. R Section 264.310 during the
Remedi al Desi gn.

Mai nt enance of the cap will be in accordance with relevant sections of 40 C.F.R Section
264.117 as detailed in the approved remedi al design requirenents.

Access will be restricted in conpliance with 25 Pa. Code, 288.212 as determnined during the
remedi al design.

Rel evant and Appropriate ground water nonitoring requirenents of 25 Pa. Code, Chapter
264a, section 264a. 97 shall be determ ned during the remedial design in consultation with
t he PADEP.

Oher Oriteria or Quidance To Be Considered (TBCs) for This Renedial Action

In inplenenting the Sel ected Remedy, EPA and the State have agreed to consider a nunber of
non-binding criteria that are TBCs, as fol |l ows:

EPA' s “Approach for Addressing Dioxin in Soil at CERCLA and RCRA Sites,” OSWER Directive
9200. 4-26, April 13, 1998, was taken into consideration in devel oping prelimnary soil
remedi ati on goals for dioxin.

EPA/ 540/ G- 90/ 007, August 1990, “Qui dance on Renedi al Actions for Superfund Sites with
PCB contam nation.”

EPA O fice of Solid Waste and Emergency Response’s “Clarification to the 1994 Revi sed
Interim Soil Lead Cuidance for CERCLA Sites and RCRA Corrective Action Facilities”
(OCSWER Directive# 9200. 4-27, August 27, 1998).

This is an existing landfill, not a new |landfill and the PADEP's new | andfill siting
criteria are in general not relevant and appropriate. However, to the extent practicable,
EPA wi || address the technical issues enbodied in the siting criteria during the renedial
desi gn.



Cost - Ef f ecti veness

In the | ead agency’s judgenent, the Selected Renedy is cost-effective and represents a
reasonabl e value for the noney to be spent. In naking this determnation, the follow ng
definition was used: “A renedy shall be cost-effective if its costs are proportional to
its overall effectiveness.” (NCP Section 300.430(f)(1)(ii)(D)). This was acconplished by
eval uating the “overall effectiveness” of those alternatives that satisfied the threshold
criteria (i.e. were both protective of human health and the environnment and
ARAR-conpliant). Overall effectiveness was eval uated by assessing three of the five

bal ancing criteria in conbination (long-termeffectiveness and pernmanence; reduction in
toxicity, mobility and vol une through treatnent; and short termeffectiveness). Overal
effectiveness was then conpared to costs to determ ne cost-effectiveness. The rel ationship
of the overall effectiveness of this renedial alternative was deternm ned to be
proportional to its costs and hence this alternative represents a reasonable value for the
noney to be spent.

The estinmated present worth cost of the Selected Renedy is $14, 180, 000. The only other
reasonable alternative is Alternative 2 - On-Site Stabilization and Of-Site D sposal at a
cost of $24,680,00. This is about seventy four percent higher in cost than In-Place
closure which is also above $10 mllion. If EPA had selected On-Site Stabilization and
Of-Site Disposal, EPA would have required Region 3 to submt the selected renedy to the
Nati onal Remedy Review Board in EPA Headquarters. This Board is charged wi th encouragi ng
cost effective renedi es and nati onal consistency. The Board nust revi ew any renedy which
is more than 50%greater in cost than another protective renedy if the renedy is nore than
$10 mllion. Additionally, the actual cost of Alternative 2 could be much higher if the
wast es nmust be sent to a TSCA or RCRA landfill.

Utilization of Permanent Solutions and Alternative Treatnent Technol ogi es ( or Resource
Recovery Technol ogi es) to the Maxi mum Extent Practicable

EPA has determ ned that the Sel ected Renedy represents the maxi mumextent to which
permanent sol utions and treatnent technol ogies can be utilized in a practical nanner at
the Site. O those alternatives that are protective of human health and the environnent
and conply with ARARs, EPA has determ ned that the Sel ected Renedy provides the best

bal ance of trade offs in terns of the five balancing criteria, while al so considering the
statutory preference for treatnent as a principal elenent and considering state and
communi ty accept ance.

Preference for Treatnent as a Principal Elenent

By utilizing treatnent as a significant portion of the first ROD (QUL -incineration of
di oxin contam nated fluff), the statutory preference for renedies that enploy treatnent as
a principal elenent is satisfied for the Site but not for this action

Fi ve- Year Revi ew Requi renents

Because this remedy will result in hazardous substances, pollutants or contam nants

remai ning on-Site above levels that allow for unlimted use and unrestricted exposure, a
statutory review will be conducted within five years after initiation of renedial action
to ensure that the renedy is, or will be protective of human health and the environnent.

XI'V. DOCUMENTATI ON OF SI GNI FI CANT CHANGES

During the public comment period, extensive public opposition to capping was expressed by
residents, township officials, county officials and other elected officials. The public
was particularly concerned about the |ong-termsafety of the capping alternative. The

Bi ol ogi cal Techni cal Assistance G oup (BTAG al so advised |ower |evels for sone of the
Site contam nants. Al though EPA could not justify treatnment and offsite disposal, EPA has
reduced the cl eanup | evels of the nost significant and high risk contaminants to |evels



that would be safe even if the onsite soils outside the cap were used as a location for
residential use. These soil cleanup levels will give an added | evel of protection and
hopeful | y nore public confidence that the capping alternative will be safe for both the
community and the ecology for the indefinite future.

Based on borings taken in the Fall of 2000, the conpounds of concern are limted to the
upper foot of soil or at the nost, the two feet of soil in sone areas. The | ower cleanup
levels contained in this ROD should have a very minor inpact on the cost of the capping
alternative.

The need to test for gas generation and controls is a nornmal landfill construction
requirenent, but was not explicitly stated in the Proposed Pl an



Appendi x |



Table 1

Cost Analysis - Alternative 6A: Augmented In-Place Closure (1-year Design/1-year Remedy Implementation Period)

Eastern Diversified Metals Site
Hometown, PA

Component Quantity Units Unit Cost Component Cost
Design/Agency Approval
Remedial Action Work Plan Preparation 1 LS $100,000 $100,000
Engineering Design 1 LS $250,000 $250,000
Contractor Bidding/Selection 1 LS $30,000 $30,000
Property Use Restrictions 1 LS $30,000 $30,000
Agency Negotiations/Revisions/Approval 1 LS $50,000 $50,000
$460,000
Site Preparation/Improvements
Temporary Erosion and Sediment Controls 1 LS $100,000 $100,000
Site Preparation (Expanded Footprint Clearing & Grubing) 1 LS $120,000 $120,000
Additional Fence and Gates 1 LS $40,000 $40,000
Existing Road Improvements 1 LS $50,000 $50,000
Treatment Plant Access Road Construction 1500 ft $60 $90,000
Drainage Improvements 1 LS $15,000 $15,000
Gravel Lots 1 LS $10,000 $10,000
Decon Pad 1 LS $25,000 $25,000
Water Supply 1 LS $10,000 $10,000
$460,000
Project Implementation
North Side Diversion Trench Installation (Barrier & Trench, Avg. Depth of 20") 1200 ft $650 $780,000
North Side Diversion Installation (Trench, Avg. Depth of 8') 425 ft $200 $85,000
South Side Collection Trench Upgrade (Barrier & Trench, Avg. Depth of 20") 1,350 ft $650 $877,500
Excavation of Existing Basin & Perimeter Soil/Fluff & Consolidation with Pile 9,421 cy $15 $141,300
Pile Regarding (55% of the pile) 137,500 cy $10 $1,375,000
Reinforced Soil Dike (along southwest portion of the pile) 13,700 cy $25 $342,500
Dike Slope Liner (80-mil textured HDPE) 31,000 sf $1.30 $40,300
Bedding Geotextile 31,000 sf $0.65 $20,200
Drainage Net (double geocomposite) 31,000 st $0.75 $23,300
Protective Cover 1,100 cy $15.00 $16,500
Low Permeability Multi-Layer Cap (installed cost) 9.5 acre $188,800 -
Bedding Soil (12 inches) 15,327 cy $12 $183,900
Geocomposite Clay Liner (GCL) 413,820 sf $1 $413,800
40-mil HDPE Liner (textured) 413,820 sf $0.90 $372,400
Drainage Net (double geocomposite) 413,820 st $0.75 $310,400
Soil Cover (18 inches) 22,990 cy $12 $275,900
Topsoil (6 inches) 7,663 cy $25 $191,600
Cap Seeding/Mulching 45,980 sy $1 $46,000
Cap Runoff Controls (10% of cap cost) 1 LS $179,400 $179,400
Permanent Stormwater Control Basin 1 ca $120,000 $120,000
Collection Channel Construction 3,300 ft $20 $66,000
Monitoring Well Installation 4 ea $5,000 $20,000
$5,881,000
Oversight/Quality Assurance
Resident Engineers (2 full-time for duration of remedy implementation)' 1 yr $500,000 $500,000
Post Excavation Soil Sampling/Analysis (off-cap areas) 30 sample $1,000 $30,000
$530,000
Site Restoration
Soil Fill for Redevelopment Area (5 acres @ 18" ave.) 12,100 cy $25 $302,500
Off-Cap Topsoil (remaining disturbed area - 5.5 acres @ 6") 4,437 cy $20 $88,700
Off-Cap Topsoil Grading 8,470 cy $5 $42,400
Off-Cap Seeding/Mulching 50,820 sy $1 $50,800
$484.000
Capital/Implementation Subtotal $7,815,000
Contingency (30%) $2.345.000
Total Capital/Implementation Cost $10.160.000
Operation and Mai Comp Duration Annual Cost Present Worth *
Annual Tr Plant Op. ion and Mai
Treatment Plant Electricity 30 years $9,600 $147,600
Waste Water Treatment Plant Operation/Oversight 30 years $140,000 $2,152,000
Resin Replacement 30 years $15,000 $230,600
Closure Mai and Monitoring
Annual Cap Maintenance (year 1-2) $30,000 $55,800
Annual Cap Maintenance (year 3-30) $15,000 $202,700
Quarterly Ground Water Monitoring (year 1-2) $40,000 $74,400
Semi-Annual Ground Water Monitoring (year 1-2) $20,000 $49,400
Annual Ground Water Monitoring (year 6-30) $10,000 $110,400
EPA S Year Review (vear 5. 10.15. 20.25.30) $25.000 $69.600
Present Worth O&M Subtotal $3,092,600
Contingency (3090) $927.800
Total Discounted Present Worth O&M Cost $4,020,400
5%) $261.500

Average Annual O&M Cost (A/P for 30 vears @

Total Present Worth Alternative Cost
Notes:

1 Resident Engineer component includes Health and Safety monitoring and office support.
2 A discount rate of 5% after inflation was assumed for the Present Worth analysis.

I $14.180.000 I




Table 2 Comparative Evaluation of Remedial Alternatives

POTENTIAL REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES

EVALUATION CRITERIA

Alternative 2

Stabilization/Disposal

Alternative 3a

Stabilization/Disposal and PE Recovery

Alternative 3b

Stabilization/Disposal and
Copper Recovery

Alternative 6

In-Place Closure

Overall Protection of Human
Health and the Environment

Achieves acceptable risks.

3)

Achieves acceptable risks.

3)

Achieves acceptable risks.

3)

Achieves acceptable risks.

3)

Compliance with ARARs

Expected to satisfy all ARARs.

3)

Expected to satisfy all ARARs.

3)

Expected to satisfy all ARARs.
Potential TSCA impact on copper
concentrate marketability.

3)

Expected to satisfy all ARARs.

3)

Long-Term Effectiveness
and Permanence

Achieves long-term effectiveness,
although long-term management

Achieves long-term effectiveness, although
long-term management required at off-site

Achieves long-term effectiveness,
although long-term management

Achieves long-term effectiveness,
although long-term management

required at off-site facility. facility. required at off-site facility. required.
3) 3) 3) 3)
Reduction of Toxicity, Stabilization reduces the mobility. Stabilization reduces the mobility. Stabilization reduces the mobility. In-place closure reduces the
Mobility or Volume Process generates a significant volume of mobility.
wastewater.
3) 2 3) 3)

Short-Term Effectiveness

Short-term risks from extensive
waste disturbance, handling and off-
site transportation.

3)

Short-term risks from extensive waste
disturbance, handling and off-site
transportation and extended schedule.

2

Short-term risks from extensive
waste disturbance, handling and off-
site transportation.

3)

Short implementation schedule and
minimal handling of materials, and
minimal short-term risks.

4)

Implementability

Can be implemented; but loading
and off-site transportation of large
waste volume presents some

Loading and off-site transportation of large

waste volume presents some concerns.
Requires specialized equipment.

Loading and off-site transportation
of large waste volume presents some
concerns. Requires specialized

Can be implemented with relative
ease and using standard construction
equipment and methods.

concerns. equipment.
(3) (2) (2) 4
Present Worth Cost $23,092,000 $33,082,000 $26,319,000 $12,891,000 to $14,180,000
3) (1) ) (4)
Total Relative Score 21) (16) (19) 24)
Overall Ranking 2 4 3 1
Notes:

Relative score for each alternative for each criterion is presented in parenthesis.

Relative score is based on a ranking scale from 1 through 5 where: 5 = best satisfies criterion; 4 = better than average; 3 = satisfies criterion; 2 = less favorable; and 1 = does not satisfy criterion.




Appendi x ||



Figure 1a %
1 Site Location Map %
Eastern Diversified Metals Site &\ A%
~ Schuylkill County, Pennsylvania !,') } )
: , /
SRR

S S

-""--—4"—':\_\_ -

_.t,bL:‘

ke

Penn ana
Dsiang and Tamaqua. Pennsylvania, .

N s o e i ey W




Figure 1b

il

"Bd ‘UMOISWOH - 10O POSMEP|L
®)I8 S(WISH POl}|NISA|] uieseuy

STI4ANVT FLVAIONYD |
HLIM SIILINTNNOD ;




- U
el __ ﬂ

s - spuma w\ \\l \\\\ .\
- M..@._\ ZIN
- - mw ..H......., g |

S X - -N




Figure 3

l

'Bd 'UMODIOWONH - 1884 POOMBP|L
]S SieleN Pe|j|sioA|] uleises

dVIN 3SN ANV TVHINID

aus I

TVIHLSNANI Bz 2]

TVIDHINWOD BT

vLINSaIS3H
ON3DT1







[Poumpmn sisgy Demog)
asay] MTDE UL D] @ )

g pesuiaal)
¥8 sEiDE PUNOR] 0 ERNRASE

way Buisagrron R0 FFDRC

GEET L W

PN s T s IR TR

Ze6L 1enény oL
SORING OLUOTe
§ooipeg sjEpeuLejy

G aandyy

10



6

Figure

‘Bd 'UMOIBWOH - }98M POOMEP|L
0lIE SN0 PO[JINISA|Q WIeIEET

1Ivi3a dvo -

(soun) As12) Wjimg
joordisu puoaeg

. W
LU} ajixa)4) iafu buippeg pos ¢
R
3014
pepeibey

..+“AV¢HM.«A

: R T

S
R [
L B e e B

HPjim Jo Jeigey
‘Pooj Usjiqeise
'UOIE OIS Yaryu] o1
{219 "s18M01|PIIA
‘agnsys ‘soneelb)
1enon peiejebBap

C..
- ] S
e B
LR Rk R e s




Figure 7a
luﬁ.nmmhﬂam- Closurs

I -
N Essleim Diversifiod Metain Sile
. elats |

i 1;
o e e e —

- T |
e el wAre S

(L ] 4] (1]
_ R A
e e

SCAE s FEET

MTEE B A i BRI T R




Figure 7b

Augmeniesd in-Place Closure
ﬁ . Siie Plan
Ensiorm Diverailiod Malsis Sile
Homeptowra, P yivania




HORIZOMTAL SCALE
m s a 75"

VERTICAL SCME

Figure 8

Aupmented In-Place Clomsure
Crass Section

Esslovn Diversified Matals Siits
Homatown, Fesnaylvesis

T’
- DUl WATERIAL W B W DR

. O WAL T MEMA B PLACE

BFACE AvARASE TDN RECRAND DR WETLRERL

REIIE M O 08 LAAT ey

AR300973



Bi-10l1/dma= @0 20 O/ @VE -8 2O 0O/ 10w O10CE

Figure 9

Sample Locations - Confirmation S§ampling
Focused Migration investigation
Esstern Diversified Metals Site
Hometown, Pennsylvania




Appendi x 111



Table 1 EDM Site
Endangerment Assessment

Routes of Exposures Used to Calculate Potential Intakes

General Routes of Exposure

Potentially
Exposed Potential Routes of Exposure
Population Inhalation Dermal Ingestion
Adults Fugitive Dust Surface Water Contact Incidental Incidental Surface Water

Children age 6-12

Children 2-6

Soil/Fluff Contact Incidental Soil/Fluff

Bioaccumulation (Fish Ingestion)

Incidental Surface Water
Incidental Soil/Fluff
Bioaccumulation (Fish Ingestion)

Surface Water Contact Incidental
Soil/Fluff Contact

Fugitive Dust

Fugitive Dust Bioaccumulation (Fish Ingestion)

Routes of Exposures Related to Hypothetical Well

Potentially
Exposed Potential Routes of Exposure
Population Inhalation Dermal Ingestion
Adults Bathing Bathing Drinking Water
Children age 6-12 Bathing Bathing Drinking Water
Children 2-6 Bathing Bathing Drinking Water




Table 2

EDM Site Endangerment Assessment

Exposure Point Concentrations

Potential Potential Potential
Transport Exposure Exposure Indicator Average Maximum Data
Medium Source Point Route Compound Conc. Conc. Source
(ppm) (ppm)
Air Fluff On-site Inhalation PCBs 1.27E-06 3.65E-05 TGAI--9/84*
mg/m3 Dioxin 1.18E-10 1.18E-10 ERM, 1989*
Zinc 1.31E-05 1.48E-05 TGAI--9/84*
Off-site residents Inhalation PCBs 3.53E-07 1.02E-05 TGAI--9/84*
Hunters and Fisherman mg/m3 Dioxin 3.29E-11 3.29E-11 ERM, 1989*
Zinc 3.66E-06 4.14E-06 TGAI--9/84*
Off-site workers Inhalation PCBs 2.97E-07 8.56E-06 TGAI--9/84*
(Warehouse) mg/m3 Dioxin 2.77E-11 2.77E-11 ERM 1989*
Zinc 3.08E-06 3.48E-06 TGAI--9/84*
Ground Water Fluff Pile Hypothetical well Ingestion Manganese 4.18E+00 1.97E+01 ERM, 1989
@ site boundary for Trichloroethene 2.41E-02 9.10E-02 ERM, 1989
Potable water Copper 8.00E-03 4.00E-02 ERM, 1989
Zinc 4.28E-02 1.69E-01 ERM, 1989
Dermal contact Manganese 4.18E+00 1.97E+01 ERM, 1989
(Bathing) Trichloroethene 2.41E-02 9.10E-02 ERM, 1989
Copper 8.00E-03 4.00E-02 ERM, 1989
Zinc 4.26E-02 1.69E-01 ERM, 1989
Inhalation While Manganese 4.18E+00 1.97E+01 ERM, 1989
Bathing Trichloroethene 2.41E-02 9.10E-02 ERM, 1989
Copper 8.00E-03 4.00E-02 ERM, 1989
Zinc 4.26E-02 1.69E-01 ERM, 1989
Sediment Fluff Off-site (stream) Dermal contact Manganese 8.17E+02 3.32E+03 ERM, 1989
(mixed with sediment) PCBs 2.67E+00 8.40E+00 ERM, 1989
Copper 5.97E+02 2.22E+03 ERM, 1989
Zinc 1.59E+02 3.01E+02 ERM, 1989
DEHP 2.26E+02 7.50E+02 ERM, 1989
Incidental Ingestion Manganese 8.17E+02 3.32E+03 ERM, 1989
PCBs 2.67E+00 8.40E+00 ERM, 1989
Copper 5.97E+02 2.22E+03 ERM, 1989
Zinc 1.59E+02 3.01E+02 ERM, 1989
DEHP 2.26E+02 7.50E+02 ERM, 1989

* Data used as input to screening model: modeling information is included as an appendix (Appendix C).




Table 2 (continued)
EDM Site Endangerment Assessment
Exposure Point Concentrations

Potential Potential Potential
Transport Exposure Exposure Indicator Average Maximum Data
Medium Source Point Route Compound Conc. Conc. Source
(ppm) (ppm)
Surface water Leachate On-site Dermal Contact Manganese 6.23E+00 1.24E+01 ERM, 1989
PCBs 2.72E-03 6.00E-03 ERM, 1989
Trichloroethene 1.25E-02 4.40E-02 ERM, 1989
Copper 1.79E+00 6.39E+00 ERM, 1989
Zinc 4.15E+00 8.05E+00 ERM, 1989
DEHP 1.40E-01 1.40E-01 ERM, 1989
Ground water Intermittent stream Dermal contact Manganese 9.55E-01 2.78E+00 ERM, 1989
(&/or Sediment leaching) Copper 1.60E-02 3.80E-02 ERM, 1989
Zinc 1.66E-01 3.69E-01 ERM, 1989
Incidental Ingestion Manganese 9.55E-01 2.78E+00 ERM, 1989
Copper 1.60E-02 3.80E-02 ERM, 1989
Zinc 1.66E-01 3.69E-01 ERM, 1989
Little Schuylkill R. Dermal contact Manganese 9.55E-01 2.78E+00 ERM, 1989
Copper 1.60E-02 3.80E-02 ERM, 1989
Zinc 1.66E-01 3.69E-01 ERM, 1989
Incidental Ingestion Manganese 9.55E-01 2.78E+00 ERM, 1989
Copper 1.60E-02 3.80E-02 ERM, 1989
Zinc 1.66E-01 3.69E-01 ERM, 1989
Bioaccumulation Manganese 9.55E-01 2.78E+00 ERM, 1989
(Fish ingestion) Copper 1.60E-02 3.80E-02 ERM, 1989
Zinc 1.66E-01 3.69E-01 ERM, 1989
Soil Fluff On-site Dermal Contact PCBs 1.93E+02 5.56E+03 TGAI--9/84
Dioxin 1.85E-02 1.85E-02 ERM, 1989
Zinc 2.00E+03 2.26E+03 TGAI--9/84
Incidental Ingestion Lead 1.18E+04 4.08E+04 TGAI--9/84
PCBs 1.93E+02 5.56E+03 TGAI--9/84
Dioxin 1.85E-02 1.85E-02 ERM, 1989
Zinc 2.00E+03 2.26E+03 TGAI--9/84




Table 2 (continued)
EDM Site Endangerment Assessment
Exposure Point Concentrations

Potential Potential Potential
Transport Exposure Exposure Indicator Average Maximum Data
Medium Source Point Route Compound Conc. Conc. Source
(ppm) (ppm)

Soil Surface soil On-site Dermal Contact Manganese 3.67E+02 8.98E+02 ERM, 1989

(continued) PCBs 3.76E+01 2.40E+02 ERM, 1989

Dioxin 3.57E-03 7.14E-03 ERM, 1989

Copper 1.20E+01 1.08E+05 ERM, 1989

Zinc 3.77E+02 1.23E+03 ERM, 1989

DEHP 1.47E+03 3.30E+03 ERM, 1989

Incidental Ingestion Manganese 3.67E+02 8.98E+02 ERM, 1989

PCBs 3.76E+01 2.40E+02 ERM, 1989

Dioxin 3.57E-03 7.14E-03 ERM, 1989

Copper 1.20E+04 1.08E+05 ERM, 1989

Zinc 3.77E+02 1.23E+03 ERM, 1989

DEHP 1.47E+03 3.30E+03 ERM, 1989




TABLE 3

EDM SITE SPECIFIC PARAMETERS FOR CALCULATION OF DOSAGE AND INTAKE

Adult Child Age 6-12 Child Age 2-6

PHYSICAL CHARACTERISTICS

Average Body Weight (a) 70 kg 29 kg 16 kg

Average Skin Surface Area (a) 18.150 cm2 10.470 cm2 6980 cm2

Average Lifetime (2) 70 yrs

Average Number of Years Exposure in Lifetime (d) 58 yrs 6 yrs 4 yrs
ACTIVITY CHARACTERISTICS

Inhalation Rate (f,d) 0.83 m3/hr 0.46 m3/hr 0.25 m3/hr

Retention Rate of Inhaled Air 1) 75% 75% 75%

Absorption Rate of Inhaled Air (d) 100% 100% 100%

Frequency of Fugitive Dust Inhalation

- On-site maintenance workers (d) 156 days/yr - -

- Off-site residents (d) 365 days/yr 356 days/yr 365 days/yr

- Off-site workers (d) 260 days/yr - -

- Hunters and Fisherman (d) 14 days/yr - -

- Casual Trespassers (d) 26 days/yr -
Duration of Fugitive Dust Inhalation

- On-site maintenance workers (d) 2 hrs/day -—- -

- Oft-site residents (d) 24 hrs/day 24 hrs/day 24 hrs/day

- Off-site workers (d) 8 hrs/day - -

- Hunters and Fisherman (d) 4 hrs/day - -

- Casual Trespassers (d) -—- 1 hrs/day -
Amount of Water Ingested Daily ® 2 liters 2 liters 2 liters
Percent of Drinking Water From Home Source (d) 75% 75% 75%
Length of Time Spent Showering/Bathing (b) 20 min. 20 min. 20 min.
Percentage of Skin Surface Area (€] 100% 100% 100%
Immersed While Showering/Bathing
Volume of Water Used While (b) 200 liters 200 liters 200 liters
Showering/Bathing
Volume of Showerstall (b) 3 m3 3 m3 3m3
Length of Time Spent in Bathroom After (b) 10 min. 10 min. 10 min.
Showering/Bathing
Volume of Bathroom (b) 10 m3 10 m3 10 m3
Amount of Sediment Ingested Incidentally ® - 100 mg -
Frequency of Sediment Contact

- Casual trespassers (d) - 26 days/yr -
Duration of Sediment Contact

- Casual trespassers (d) - 1 hr/day -
Percentage of Skin Area Contacted by Sediment (d) 20% 20% -
Skin Absorption Rate of Compounds (c) 0.06 0.12 -
in Sediment
Amount of Water Ingested Incidentally

- Hunters and Fisherman (2) 0.2 liters - -

- Children Playing (€3] - 0.05 liters -
Frequency of Surface Water Contact

- Hunters and Fisherman (d) 14 days/yr - -

- Children Playing (d) - 26 days/yr -
Duration of Surface Water Contact

- Hunters and Fisherman (d) 4 hrs/day - -

- Children Playing (d) - 1 hr/day -
Percentage of Skin Surface Area
Immersed

- Hunters and Fisherman (d) 18% - -

- Children Playing (d) --- 16% —--




TABLE 3 (Continued)
EDM SITE SPECIFIC PARAMETERS FOR CALCULATION OF DOSAGE AND INTAKE

Adult Child Age 6-12 Child Age 2-6
ACTIVITY CHARACTERISTICS (Continued)
Amount of Fish Consumed Daily (2) 6.5 g/day 6.5 g/day 6.5 g/day
Amount of Soil Ingested Incidentally ® 50 mg 50 mg ---
Amount of Fluff Ingested Incidentally ® 50 mg 50 mg -—-
Frequency of Soil/Fluff Contact
-On-site maintenance workers (d) 156 days/yr - -
-Casual trespassers (d) - 26 days/yr -
Duration of Soil/Fluff Contact
-On-site maintenance workers (d) 2 hrs/day -—- -
-Casual trespassers (d) - 1 hr/day -
Percentage of Skin Area Contacted by Soil/Fluff (d) 20% 20% -
Skin Absorption Rate of Compounds (c) 0.06 0.12 ---
in Soil/Fluff
MATERIAL CHARACTERISTICS
Dust Adherence, Soil (e) 0.51 mg/cm2  *
Dust Adherence, Fluff ) 1.45 mg/ecm2  **
Soil Matrix Effect (c) 15%
Mass Flux Rate (water-based) (2) 0.5 mg/cm2/hr
BIOCONCENTRATION FACTORS
Lead ® 49 L/kg
Manganese (k) 100 L/kg
Copper ® 200 L/kg
Zinc ® 47 L/kg
CHEMICAL SPECIFIC ABSORPTION FACTORS
Dioxin (in fluff and soil: ingestion only) (h) 0.3 ok
PCBs (in sediment, fluff, and soil: ingestion only) (h) 0.3 HEE
Lead (in sediment and soil: ingestion only) )] 0.3
Lead (in fluff, based on absorbable fraction: (App. 1) 0.27 (most probable intake)
inhalation of fugitive dust and ingestion only) 0.55 (maximum intake)
(All other absorption rates are assumed to be 100%).

a - Anderson. E., Browne. N., Duletsky, S., Warn. T., “Development of Statistical Distributions or Ranges of Standard Factors Used in Exposure Assessments”, PB 85-
242667/AS. US EPA. Office of Health and Environmental Assessment. 1984.
b - K.G. Symms, “An approximation of the inhalation exposure to volatile sythetic organic chemicals from showering with contaminated household water.” paper presented at
the symposium of the American College of Toxicologists. 15 November 1986.
¢ - .K. Hawley, “Assessment of Health Risk from Exposure to Contaminated Soil”, Risk Analysis, Vol. 5. No. 4. 1985
d - ERM Staff Professional Judgement
e - Lepow, M.L., Bruckman, L., Gillette, M., Markowitz, S., Robino, R., Kapish, J., “Investigations into Sources of Lead in the Environment of Urban Children”, Environmental
Research 10:415-426, 1975, and
Lepow, M.L., Bruckman, M., Robino, L., Markowitz, S., Gillette, R., Kapish, J., “Role of Airborne Lead in Increased Body Burden of Lead in Hartford Children”,
Environmental Health Perspectives 6:99-101, 1974
f - Superfund Public Health Evaluation Manual
g - Superfund Exposure Assessment Manual
h - Kimbrough R. Falk H. Sterro P. Frico G. 1984. “Health implications of 2,3,7,8-tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin (TCDD)
contamination of residential soul”, Journal of Toxicology an Environmental Health 14:47-93.
i - Lipsky, D. 1989. Health Hazards Associated with PCDD and PCDF Emissions. Found in: The Risk Assessment of Environmental Hazards, D.J. Paustenbach, ed., New York:
John Wiley and Sons, pp. 631 - 686.
j - Beck, B.D. S. Hala B.L. Murphy, 1989. Evaluation of Soil Ingestion Rates. Cambridge. MA: Gradient Corp.
k - U.S. EPA. “Health Assessment Document for Manganese”, EPA 600/8-83-013F. 1984.
1 - Human Health Evaluation Manual, July 1989.

*0.51 mg/cm?2 was used to calculate dermal contact in soil, because the soil at the EDM site is the same general

soil type as in the Lepow, et. al research study (reference e). This dust adherence value was derived from the recovery rates and
area of the skin dust collector used in the study.

**1.45 mg/cm?2 was used to calculate dermal contact in the fluff due to lack of more specific results for dust adherence of fluff.
***30% intestinal absorption used as best estimate of exposure to PCBs and dioxin for most probable scenarios: 100% absorption
used for calculation of exposure maxima.



Table 4

For the Indicator Chemicals

Summary of Toxicological Information

EDM Site
Indicator Chemical Oral RfD* Inhalation RfD* | Oral CPF** | Inhalation CPF** | EPA Carcinogen | Reference
mg/kg/day mg/kg/day I/mg/kg/day I/mg/kg/day Classification
Copper 3.70E-02 1.00E-02 NA NA D SPHEM
Lead withdrawn withdrawn NA NA B2 IRIS
Manganese 2.00E-01 3.00E-04 NA NA D SPHEM
Zinc 2.10E-01 1.00E-02 NA NA D SPHEM
Dioxins NA NA 1.56E+05 1.56E+05 B2 SPHEM
Bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate 2.00E-02 NA 1.40E-02 NA + B2 IRIS
Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs) NA NA 7.70E+00 7. 70E+00 B2 IRIS
Trichloroethene NA NA 1.10E-02 1.30E-02 B2 IRIS

*Noncarcinogenic effects
**Carcinogenic effects

+No inhalation pathway; therefore, use of Oral CPF for Inhalation CPF is not needed.

RfD - Reference Dose
CPF - Carcinogenic Potency Factor

NA - Not Available

IRIS - EPA’s On-Line Integrated Risk Information System accessed 7/89.

SPHEM - Superfund Public Health Evaluation Manual 10/86.




Table 5 EDM Site
Endangerment Assessment
Important Fate and Transport Processes for
Indicator Compounds

Indicator Major Fate and
Compound Transport Processes™

Lead Sorption
Bioaccumulation
Chemical speciation
Biotransformation

Manganese Sorption
Complexation
Oxidation
Bioaccumlation

Photolysis
Hydrolysis
Sorption
Bioaccumulation
Biotransformation (<4 chlorine per molecule)
Volatilization

Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs)

Dioxins Sorption
Bioaccumulation
Photochemical transformation

Biotransformation/degradation
Volatilization
Bioaccumulation
Oxidation

Trichloroethene (TCE)

Copper Sorption
Bioaccumulation
Complex formation

Zinc Sorption
Bioaccumulation

Bis-(2-Ethylhexyl)phthalate (DEHP) Sorption
Biodegradation
Bioaccumulation
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Table 9
EDM Site Endangerment Assessment
Theoretical Noncarcinogenic Hazard Indices

Most Probable Maximum
Noncarcinogenic Noncarcinogenic
Hazard Hazard
Index Index
Adults, off-site residents 5.14E-01 2.31E+00
Children, age 6-12 1.31E+00 6.55E+00
Children, age 2-6 2.25E+00 1.06E+01

Note:
The exposure pathways included in these calculations are listed below.

All ages: off-site fugitive dust (predicted by air model)
fish ingestion (theoretical bioaccumulation)
residential use of hypothetical downgradlent well water

Adults: additional off-site fugitive dust as hunters and fishermen

Adults.
Children 6-12: off-site recreational exposure to river water

Children 6-12: off-site recreational exposure to intermittent stream water and sediment on-site recreational exposure to surface
soil, fluff, and leachate (fence-down scenario)

It should be noted that some of these pathways are hypothetical and do not represent actual exposures under current conditions.
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Table 13
EDM Site Endangerment Assessment
Calculation of Theoretical Total Lifetime Carcinogenic Risk

Contribution to

Contribution to

Most Probable Maximum
Lifetime Risk Lifetime Risk
Adults, off-site residents 5.16E-05 2.05E-04
Children, age 6-12 8.01E-05 7.17E-04
Children, age 2-6 5.64E-06 2.22E-05
THEORETICAL TOTAL MOST PROBABLE
LIFETIME CANCER RISK: 1.37E-04

THEORETICAL TOTAL MAXIMUM
LIFETIME CANCER RISK: 9.44E-04

Note:
The hypothetical exposure assumptions included in these calculations are listed below.

All ages: off-site fugitive dust at residence (predicted by air model) residential
use of hypothetical downgradient well water

Adults: additional off-site fugitive dust exposure as hunters and fishermen

Children 6-12: off-site recreational exposure to intermittent stream sediment on-site
recreational exposure to surface soil, fluff, and leachate (fence-down
scenario)

Most Probable Maximum
Lifetime Risk Lifetime Risk
Other Populations

Total carcinogenic risk.
on-site maintenance workers 1.4E-03 1.6E-02
(30 yrs. exposure)

Total carcinogenic risk.
off-site workers 1.5E-07 1.6E-06
(30 yrs. exposure)

Total carcinogenic risk.
hunters and fishermen 8.2E-09 9.6E-08
(58 yrs. exposure)



except one small enmergent wetland, are located offsite. No rare or endangered speci es have
been reported or observed on or near the Site. Although an intensive ecol ogical risk
assessnent was not conducted, sone indication of potential risk to wildlife and the
environnent can be assessed fromthe toxicity testing (bioassays), field assessnment, and
human health risk analysis and Site conditions

The lack of suitable habitat on or near the Site and the Site fence discourages wildlife
utilization of the Site. Large mammal s are prevented fromeasily entering by the Site
fence. Small animals, birds, and soil invertebrates are limted by lack of habitat.

The intermttent streamcurrently supports little aquatic life, nost likely due to

el evated contam nant |evels. Direct discharge of contam nated overburden ground water and
contami nated seeps into the intermttent stream have resulted in contam nated sedi nents
and surface water in the stream Federal and state surface water standards are exceeded
for copper, lead, zinc, nanganese, and iron in this stream The results of the
intermttent stream bi oassays indicate possible Site-related toxicity to aquatic life in
the intermttent streamdue to netals

The Little Schuylkill River does not support resident aquatic life for approxinately 5
mles downstreamdue to its acid mne degraded condition. Transport of sedi ment does not
seemto have a significant effect on netals concentrations because sedi nent sanples
collected fromthe Little Schuylkill River both upstream and downstream of the tributary
did not significantly differ for netals.

D. Significant Sources of Uncertainty

Di scussion of general limtations inherent in the risk assessnent process as well as the
uncertainty related to sone of the nmjor assunptions nade in this assessnent are included
bel ow.

1. The Risk Assessnent is based upon the data collected during the Rl and uses R sanpling
results and predictive nodeling to represent environnental concentrations over |arge
areas. This extrapolation contributes to the uncertainty of the Ri sk Assessnent. Al so, air
and emi ssions nodeling is used rather than actual sanpling to predict the exposure
concentrations due to fugitive dust emssions fromthe Site.

2. The potential human exposure to ground water is probably not very substantial. No

exi sting ground water users are present in areas hydraulically downgradient of the Site

Al so, no downstreamuse of the Little Schuylkill River water (which is the discharge point
for ground water fromthe Site) for residential water supplies has been identified in the
vicinity of the Site at this tinme. However, aquatic life is exposed to contam nated ground
water via direct discharge and seepage to the intermttent stream

3. The onsite exposures for children ages 6-12 are based on the assunptions that the fence
around the Site is not in place and that no renmedi ati on has occurred.

4. Lead, phthalates, and PCBs nmay be chenmically bound in the plastic nmatrix of the fluff
and, therefore, fluff ( and soil) nmay not be as bioavail able as assuned in the risk
assessnent .

5. Due to the limtations of the risk assessnent process itself and to conservative
assunptions nmade specific to the EDM Site, the risk levels calculated are considered to be
estimates of worst-case risk

6. The CPSs and reference doses contain uncertainties resulting fromextrapolating from
high to | ow doses and fromanimals to humans. Protective assunptions were nade to cover

t hese uncertainties.

E. R sk Assessnent Concl usi ons




1. Exposure of adult onsite naintenance workers to copper in the surface soil and exposure
to a hypothetical downgradient well (on the Site or state gane |l ands) for all age groups
were significant (hazard index greater than one) noncarcinogeni ¢ hazards for individua

pat hways and popul ations at the Site. Actual exposures for children age 2-6 al so presented
a significant noncarcinogenic risk.

2. Exposure to the fluff and onsite surface soil by onsite naintenance workers, and (for
fluff only) children age 6-12 trespassing on the EDM site presented significant
carcinogenic risks greater than 1 x 10-4. The potential risks associated with these
exposures are related to PCBs and dioxin in fluff material and Site soils.

3. Residential use of ground water froma hypothetical well |ocation downgradi ent of the
Site exceeded 1 x 10-4 for maxi mum esti mates of carcinogenic risk. The risk is driven by
the presence of trichloroethylene in ground water

4. The estinmated “nost probable” lifetine carcinogenic risk for offsite residents is above
the potentially acceptable range. Under the “nmaxi nunf |ifetine carcinogenic risk scenario,
the risk to offsite residents al so exceeds 1 x 10-4.

5. The intermttent streamcurrently supports little aquatic life, nost likely due to

el evated contam nant |evels. Direct discharge of contam nated overburden ground water and
contami nated seeps into the intermttent stream have resulted in contam nated sedi nents
and surface water in the stream The results of the intermttent stream bioassays indicate
possible Site-related toxicity to aquatic life in the intermttent streamdue to netals
Federal and state surface water standards are exceeded for copper, lead, zinc, manganese
and iron. Due to acid mne degradation in the Little Schuylkill River, it is extrenely
difficult to neasure Site inpacts on that river

Actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous substances fromthis Site, if not addressed by
i npl enenting the response action selected in this ROD, may present an inmmnent and
substantial endangernment to public health, welfare, or the environnent.

VIII. DESCR PTI ON OF ALTERNATI VES

In accordance with Section 300.430 of the National G| and Hazardous Substances Pol | ution
Contingency Plan (NCP), 40 C.F.R 8300.430, a list of renmedial response actions and
representative technol ogies were identified and screened to neet the renedial action
objectives at the Site. The technol ogi es that passed the screening were assenbled to form
renmedial alternatives. The Feasibility Study (FS) evaluated a variety of technol ogies used
in the devel opnent of alternatives for addressing the fluff. Upon further analysis, the

t echnol ogi es and approaches contained in the following alternatives were determned to be
the nost applicable for QU3 of this Site

Renedi al Action Alternative 1 — NO ACTION

The NCP requires that EPA consider a "No Action" alternative for every site to establish a
basel i ne for conparison to alternatives that do require action. Under this alternative, no
action would be taken to renove, renediate, contain, or otherw se address contam nation at
the EDM Site.

Because this alternative would neither elimnate nor reduce to acceptable |levels the
threats to hunman health or the environment presented by contamnation at OJU3, this
alternative serves only as a baseline for conparison to other alternatives.

Capital Cost: $0
Annual &M Present Wrth: $0
TOTAL COST $0



Renedi al Action Alternative 2 — ONSI TE RECYCLI NG OF FLUFF; DI SPCSAL OF NO\- RECYCLABLES AND
RECYCLI NG RESI DUALS; SO L SAMPLI NG

A Description

Under this alternative, all recyclable fluff ( waste insulation material consisting
primarily of polyvinyl chloride and pol yethyl ene chips; fibrous nmaterial; and paper, soil
and netal on the surface of the Site other than that to be renediated pursuant
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Table 4-1

Alternative 6 Design Criteria Summary
Eastern Diversified Metals Site
Hometown, PA
Design Criteria Means to Address
A. Remedy Performance Requirements

1. In-Place Closure Performance Standards

*  The In-Place Closure alternative would be
designed and constructed to protect human
health and the environment, by:

- Preventing direct exposure to Multilayer cap construction
contaminated materials,

- Preventing material migration via surface Multilayer cap construction with surface
water and wind erosion, water runoff management and erosion
controls.
- Restricting the infiltration of surface Multilayer cap construction with permeability
water and subsequent leachate generation. less than or equal to 1 x 10" cm/sec.

*  The cap would be designed to function with:

Minimal maintenance Selection and monitoring of appropriate
vegetative cover.

Minimize air and water erosion of Selection and monitoring of
material appropriate vegetative cover.

Design of diversion and drainage channels and
erosion and sediment control features.

Accommodate settling Designed to inhibit differential settlement and
with slopes that can accommodate settlement.

Provide adequate freeze protection Cap design would incorporate
a minimum 2-foot soil cover.

e Sufficiently cover the existing (regraded) The cap would be designed to sufficiently
fluff pile to minimize water infiltration overlap all material requiring in-place
through the waste.



Table 4-1
Alternative 6 Design Criteria Summary
Eastern Diversified Metals Site
Hometown, PA

Design Criteria Means to Address
closure.
e Remaining mounds of mixed soil and wire Design activities will focus on cap
located outside the site fence will be regrading, material consolidation and
consolidated with the fluff pile and capped, anticipated cap footprint delineation.

along with any visual fluff and
lead-impacted soils (soils with > 1,000 ppm,
lead).

» Relevant provisions from the Pennsylvania
Residual and Hazardous Waste regulations
would be incorporated into the in-place
closure design, as appropriate, including:

- Access control Fencing (with a locked gate) would
be maintained to prevent
unauthorized access.

- Final cover and grading Final cover would consist of (in
order from bottom to top): soil
subgrade, geosynthetic clay liner,
HDPE flexible membrane liner,
synthetic drainage layer, soil cover,
topsoil and vegetative cover.

Surfaces would be graded to promote
drainage of the cap surface.

- Revegetation Cap vegetation would be selected to
establish dense, sustainable
vegetative cover.

- Standards for successful revegetation Performance standards would be
established to insure that permanent
ground cover is established.

- Soil erosion and sedimentation control Temporary and permanent
soil erosion and sediment
control features (e.g., silt
fence, sediment control



Table 4-1
Alternative 6 Design Criteria Summary
Eastern Diversified Metals Site
Hometown, PA

Design Criteria Means to Address

basins, etc.) would be designed,
installed and maintained in
accordance with State
requirements.

- Post closure land use Measures would be taken
incorporate post closure land use
into site monitoring and
maintenance activities.

Standard monitoring and
maintenance activities would be
outlined in the Operations and
Maintenance Plan.

Institutional controls would be
implemented to prevent
disturbance of the multilayer cap.

2. Long-Term Monitoring and Site Inspections Performance Standards
e Operation of the existing site treatment Would be addressed in the
plant (STP) will be continued for treatment Operation and Maintenance Plan.
of collected leachate (or operation of a
pump station for treatment at the municipal
treatment plant).

¢ Monitoring of ground water for site specific same as above
contaminants will be performed following
cap construction.

e The cap and site fence will be inspected and same as above
maintained as needed, and site inspections
will be conducted. Repairs will be made on
as needed basis.

3. Institutional Controls
e Institutional controls may be implemented To be evaluated.
to prevent land use that is
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Eastern Diversified Metals Site
Part 11l - Responsiveness Summary - Operable Unit 4 ROD
Substantive Coments, Questions or Concerns
August 2001

Pur pose: Thi s Responsi veness Summary consol i dates and responds to the substantive
questions, comments and concerns that were expressed during the public coment period for
the Operable Unit 4 ROD. After the comment period closed, EPA reviewed the public neeting
transcript, the letters and E-nmils received during the comment period, researched the

i ssues and produced this Responsiveness Summary. The Responsiveness Summary i s organi zed
as follows:

. Overvi ew

. General Public - Summary of citizens feedback received during the public coment
period and EPA' s responses. This includes comments received at the public neeting
and nail fromresidents, elected officials and environnental organizations.

. The Pennsyl vani a Departnent of Environmental Protection (PADEP)- This section
contai ns questions and comments fromthe PADEP, which is the support agency for this
site. EPA' s responses to the PADEP's coments on the published Proposed Plan are
al so i ncl uded.

. Comment s from Lucent Technol ogi es - Lucent Technologies is the Potentially
Responsi bl e Party who has perforned nost of the cleanup work at the Superfund Site.
If other PRPs had responded, the section woul d have been titled Comments from
Potentially Responsi ble Parti es.

Overvi ew

EPA has recei ved nunerous comments fromboth residents and el ected officials - both in
witing and during the public neeting - that expressed opposition to the capping
al ternative.

The public notice of the availability of the Proposed Plan and supporting docunents was
published in the Pottsville Republican and the Tinmes News on Cctober 18, 2000. These
docunents are in the Administrative Record file and the infornation repository maintai ned
at the EPA Docket Roomin Region 3 and at the office of the Rush Townshi p Board of

Supervi sors. EPA provided a public comment period from Cctober 18, 2000 to Novenber 16
2000. An extension to the public coment period was requested and granted, prolonging the
public comment period to Decenber 16, 2000.

At the public neeting, EPA answered questions about problens at the Site and the renedia
alternatives. EPA also used this neeting to solicit a wi der cross-section of community
input on the reasonably anticipated future | and use and potential ground water uses at the
site. EPA's response to the comments received during this period is included in this
Responsi veness Summary, which is part of this Record of Decision

The public neeting was attended by approxinmately 200 people. Opposition to the capping
proposal was vigorous and those who chose to speak were unani nously agai nst capping the
fluff pile. Congressnan Tim Hol den attended the neeting with his aide, Bill Hanley.
Congressman Hol den read a prepared statenent, thus |ogging his opposition to the cap
alternative into the public record. State Representative Argall sent an aide who al so read
a prepared statenent opposing the cap alternative.

Congressman Hol den sent a letter to EPA Regional Adm nistrator Brad Canpbell, again
expressing opposition to the cap. Congressman Hol den al so subnmitted a letter to EPA

Adm ni strator Carol Browner, asking for a nmeeting to discuss the proposed cap alternative
Ms. Browner was unable to neet with him so Congressman Holden net with TimFields (EPA



Adm ni strator of OSWER) and Brad Canpbel|l at EPA Headquarters. Congressnan Hol den

asked EPA to verify the relative costs of treatnment and offsite disposal versus cappi ng
Subsequent |y, Congressman Hol den asked again for a neeting with Carol Browner, but a
change in admnistration prevented this neeting. EPA suggested a followip neeting after
the cost review was conpleted. State Senator Janes Rhoades al so submitted a letter to EPA
during the comment period opposing the cap alternative

Approxi mately fourteen hundred signatures were submtted on a petition opposing the
capping alternative. This petition states: “W the undersigned request that the EPA
renoves the entire Diversified Metals fluff pile. W also want the entire site renediated
and cl eaned up as soon as possible. W do not want the fluff pile capped.” Additionally,
eighteen letters fromindividuals were received in opposition to the capping alternative
during the coment period

Rush Townshi p, Kl ine Townshi p and Tanaqua Borough all submitted |l etters opposing the cap

alternative, as did Schuylkill County. The follow ng environnental organizations al so
expressed opposition to the cap alternative: 1) Little Schuylkill Conservation dub; 2)
Schuyl ki Il Headwat ers Associ ati on; 3) Rush Townshi p Environnmental Conm ssion; and 4)

Schuyl ki Il Conservation District.

The Pennsyl vani a Departnent of Environnmental Protection submtted comments which did not
object to the capping alternative proposed by EPA, but did subnit sone comments and
concerns which are included bel ow with EPA s responses

Lucent Technol ogies sent a letter during the coment period supporting the cap
alternative.

General Public - This section consolidates comments fromboth the public neeting and the
letters received during the conment period.

Cap Concerns

1) Comment: Virtually all public comments were opposed to capping and supported
treatnent/of fsite disposal. Several neeting participants asked why EPA woul dn’t treat and
send the waste to a permitted |andfill which would have a double liner on the bottom of
the landfill, a |leachate collection systemon the bottomof the landfill, and a cap
simlar to that proposed for the EDM Site. A commrent was made that the RCRA cap is a | ower
standard of protectiveness than the requirenments for new non-hazardous |andfills, which
require a cap and a bottomliner. Nunerous participants felt that an offsite landfill was
a rmuch nore secure long termsolution

Response: A full and very detailed rationale for EPA's decision to select a cap is given
in the preceding ROD, especially in the section titled: “Sel ected Remedy” on page 43. The
follow ng suppl emental information gives additional information regardi ng why EPA did not
believe the additional bottom!liner was needed to produce a protective renedy. 1) The
purpose of a bottomliner is to collect |eachate for treatnment and to prevent |eachate
fromcontam nating the surface water and ground water. 2) EDM stopped operations in the
late 1970's, and even after ten years of constant exposure of the 250,000 cubic yard fluff
pile to the rain, |eaching was so minor that the ground water aquifer (bedrock) did not
contain site contam nants above health based |levels. In 1992, EPA issued a No Action ROD
for the bedrock aquifer. After years of exposure to the elenents, the pile did generate

| eachate which was captured by a collection and treatnent system This |eachate is in the
unconsol i dated zone fromthe surface to about ten feet in depth. Although the | eachate did
contain contam nants, the concentrations were not very high and the PADEP's NPDES permit
only required reduction in organics such as phenols and renoval of zinc. Lead, the prinmary
contam nant of concern at the site, is only present at a |level of about 20-100 ppb in

| eachate. The average lead level in leachate is about three tines EPA's action |evel for
drinking water (15 ppb). Recent data taken by the PADEP confirns that |ead | evel s have not
increased in |leachate and that the Little Schuylkill River is not significantly inpacted
by the EDM Site. In summary, although this site is a very substantial hazard to anyone



comng in contact with the waste, even if EPA took no further action at all on the fluff
pile, the inpacts on ground water and surface water are m nor

Placing all of the waste under a double |ined RCRA cap, and routing all surface water
around the capped area will reduce the current mnor inpact on ground water and surface
water to a negligible level. The bottomliner for solid waste landfills is generally only
required for new landfills and nost old closed |andfills have been capped by both
Superfund actions and state actions. The addition of a bottomliner is not needed or
justified at the EDM Site

2) Comment: Many comments expressed the opinion that cost should not be a major factor in
EPA' s decision, and the belief that EPA was giving cost far too nuch inportance. Severa
peopl e noted that EPA does not seemto consider cost very highly when commercia
construction is bl ocked because of wetlands or endangered species protection. Severa
commrents noted | arge suns of noney spent by the governnent on other projects and suggested
that Lucent was a large corporation fully capable of bearing the expense of treatnment and
of fsite disposal

Response: Cost is not the nost inportant factor in remedy selection; Protectiveness is the
nost inportant factor. EPA's guidance directs project nanagers to screen out renedies

whi ch are not protective and which do not conply with existing environnmental |aws.

However, once a group of renedies is identified which conply with these two nost inportant
factors, cost is a part of the selection process along with the other six EPA sel ection
criteria. Treatnent and offsite disposal are al nbst twice as expensive as onsite

contai nnent, and could be nuch nore if nearby landfills could not obtain permt

nodi fications to accept the waste. EPA al so seeks sone regi onal and national consistency
inits remedy selection process, and nost simlar sites have had caps installed as the
nost appropriate renedy

Al though Lucent is a large corporation, this is irrelevant to EPA's public health decision
maki ng. It has taken over a decade for EPA to devel op existing Superfund regul ati ons which
were subject to comment and criticismfromthe various stakehol ders, including the public,
i ndustry, and environnmental organizations. EPA seeks to inplenent these regulations in a
fair, inmpartial, and consistent manner

3) Cormment: One citizen conpared the cap to an upside down bow and stated that water
woul d fl ow downward out of the “bow ” and the cap woul d not protect the public against
contam nants in the waste

Response: |f the upside down “bow” were filled with wet paper, and if a trench surrounded
the bowl so that water could not run under the bowl, initially some of the water in the
paper would drain out. After a tine, water would stop draining fromthe paper in the bow
and the paper would dry out. If the bowl were placed in the rain, the water would run off
the surface of the bow and into the surrounding trench. If a few drops of water got under
the edge of the bow, it mght be adsorbed up into the paper, but would not |each downward
and would again dry out. This is the concept of a cap inits sinplest terns. In actuality,
it is a very conplex civil engineering project that usually experiences sone probl ens

whi ch can be overcone in a proper design

4) Comment: Several commentors asked whether capping was a reliable long termrenedy. Two
individuals noted that the cap will be next to a state ganel ands. They questi oned whet her
bull ets coul d pierce the cap and whether this woul d degrade the protectiveness of the cap

Response: EPA's experience is that capping is areliable long- termrenedy, if the cap is
installed and naintai ned properly. As explained in sone of the earlier responses, capping
has been used extensively as a renedial action for closed landfills. EPA has actually

i ssued gui dance which selects a cap as the “presunptive renedy” for closed nunicipa
landfills. This neans that for closed nunicipal landfills, EPA's starting point is to
presune that a cap is the correct alternative, and only select sonething different if
there are conpelling and unusual circunstances



Bul | ets woul d not degrade the effectiveness of the cap. The liners will be covered by two
feet of soil which would generally protect the underlying cap. However, even if sone
bullets made a tiny hole in the cap, the overall effect of a hole that is | ess than one
square inch on a cap liner extending over several acres is negligible. As explained
previously, the bedrock aquifer was not degraded by site contam nants even when the pile
was totally exposed to the elenents. Even if one hundred bullet holes were present in the
cap, the cap would still reduce water infiltration by greater than 99%

5) Comment: One commentor asked if the EDMwaste is not safe for recycled products, why is
it safe to contain it under the cap?

Response: To becone sick froma chemcal, an individual nust be exposed to the chem cal

If the EDM waste was recycled into products, exposure to the PCBs in the plastic would
becone possible during product usage. If the waste is contai ned under the cap, the PCBs
and lead will still be toxic, but as long as the cap is maintained, the possibility of
contact with the waste is elimnated. Levels in | eachate and surface water are too lowto
pose a significant risk to public health.

6) Comment: Several residents expressed a belief that it will be inpossible to keep
surface water or springs fromcontacting the waste at the bottom of the capped
containnent. Prior to the creation of the fluff pile streans ran across the site and there
are al so several surface water drainage pathways that could introduce water into the
bottom of the pile. One resident pointed out that if this happens water could be drawn up
by capillary action into the waste pile, and | eaching would continue.

Response: Isolation of the waste fromsurface water run-on and from possible springs will
be an inportant el ement of the cap design. Lucent’s analysis which was reviewed by the
U S Arny Corps of Engineers indicated that this probl emcan be managed. Comments were
nmade that there are some surface water culverts which nay pose a treat to the cap by
introducing runon into the fluff pile. During the renedial design, these will need to be
located and the water carried by themrerouted around the pile. EPA believes that these
probl ens can be overcone by a proper design

7) Comment: One person suggested that capping is as out noded as dunpi ng raw sewage in
streans. They stated that all caps will fail, requiring future generations to select new
and nore permanent renedies.

Response: Landfills are still the nmost common way to di spose of solid and hazardous wastes
across the United States. The suggestion that the nodemlandfill is an antiquated
technology is inaccurate. At the time that raw sewage was dunped into rivers, open dunps
were the common way of disposing of both solid and hazardous waste. Trenches or pits were
dug, the waste disposed into the pit and soil covered the waste. This techni que was used

at the Lipari Landfill, the nunber one site on EPA's Superfund list. At the tinme of

di sposal, the site was inspected by the state, which commended the landfill on its
oper ati ons.

Landfill design has evol ved over the past several decades and when constructed properly is
a safe nethod of waste contai nment. Mist closed landfills of ol der design have had cap
systens installed over the landfill w thout the requirenent for a bottomliner. Mst of

the contaminants at the EDM Site are enbedded in the plastic and don’t |each nore than
treated wastes do. At the EDM Site, EPA has required the installation of the nost
protective of caps, a double lined cap simlar to caps used at RCRA hazardous waste
landfills.

EPA under stands the concerns expressed by the public about landfills in general, but there
are no nagi ¢ solutions to the |large volunmes of solid and hazardous water generated by our
industrial society. Congress intended CERCLA and RCRA to minimze waste, but also required
EPA to select cost effect renedial actions. EPA devel oped the concept of treating
principal threat wastes (highly toxic or highly concentrated wastes) and containi ng wastes
with low | evel s of contam nation. The nost w dely used and cost-effective technol ogy which



actual |y destroys waste and converts nost of the waste conponents into harnm ess byproducts
is incineration. However, public fears have resulted in w despread and acute resistance to
the siting and operation of incinerators. Incineration is also very expensive

Many technol ogi es exist, but often they are narrowy targeted to treat specific classes of
contam nants. Cenerally, sonme formof solidification or stabilization is used for |ead
wast es and does not reduce the volunme of the waste and is not preferred for |arge vol unes
of waste with |ow |l evels of |ead contam nation which do need neet the principal threat
criteria.

8) Comment: (One commentor was concerned that flooding has occurred in the past and he
believed that future floods woul d destroy the cap

Response: The renedi al design considers surface water runon from unusual stormevents and
will design the surface water controls to adequately address this concern

9) Comment: Several residents were concerned that the cap woul d not prevent future
contam nation of ground water

Response: As explained in sone of the earlier responses, even with the pile exposed for
over a decade, contam nation was not found in the bedrock aquifer and contam nants are at
relatively low levels in the shall ow overburden | eachate. CGenerally, when waste is first
dunped at a Site, a ground water plune devel ops and grows for several years until it
reaches a nmaxi num si ze and concentration. As the waste ages, and nost sol ubl e waste
constituents decrease in the waste, the ground water plunme begins to decline as the source
becones | ess concentrated. The waste at the EDM Site has been exposed to the el enents for
nore than 20 years. Additionally, the contam nant of nobst concern is | ead which generally
is not very nobile and usually does not pose a great threat to ground water. |In general
EPA has only seen substantial |ead nmovenent in ground water where the ground water is very
acidic (for exanple at battery cracking sites). The cap will isolate the waste from
rainfall and runon/runoff, dramatically reducing |Ieaching. Cap nmintenance will be
required which will ensure continued isolation of the waste for nany years. Since the
bedrock aquifer has not been contami nated after twenty years of waste exposure, EPA

has concluded that it is only a renote possibility that the aquifer could become nore
contam nated with virtually all of the contami nation isolated under the cap

Long Term Moni toring

10) Comment: The public rai sed concerns about the long-termnonitoring of the Site. Sone
peopl e expressed concern about using Lucent Technol ogies to nonitor the safety and
reliability of its own work

Response: Lucent will not be the only organi zation nonitoring the |ong- term performance
of the cap system Both EPA and the PADEP are responsi ble for the continuing effectiveness
of the cap system Wen Superfund was enacted, Congress addressed the concerns about |ong
termreliability by requiring five year reviews at Superfund Sites that |eave wastes
onsite. EPA and the U S. Arny Corps of Engineers are devel opi ng new gui dance for five
year reviews and several technical guidance docunents have been issued regarding proper
cap inspections during these reviews.

11) Comment: O her individuals questioned the accuracy of EPA' s cost estimate for
operations and nai ntenance whi ch uses a 30 year duration of Q&M in its standard cost
estinmate. Sorme nenbers of the public asked how | ong the cap nust be nmintained, and
wonder ed why EPA doesn’t use a much |longer duration of Q&M if the cap nust be naintai ned
forever. One person asked that if a very long duration of O&M were used, wouldn't it be
cheaper to treat the waste and send it offsite

Response: EPA's standard policy is to evaluate the cost of mai ntenance for 30 years.
However, this would also be true for any landfill that the waste might be sent to for
di sposal. Once the landfill closes, these sane issues would apply to that landfill. As



explained earlier, there are few practical alternatives to containment for hazardous and
solid wastes with relatively low |l evels of contam nation. Additionally, institutiona
controls will be inplemented to prevent damage to the cap system

12) Comment: One person asked what would happen if the cap did fail in the future, and
wonder ed whet her peopl e coul d be poi soned via ground water contam nation by the tinme EPA
detected the problem

Response: The wastes at the EDM Site have been totally exposed to the elenents for 20
years and no one has been poi soned by ground water contam nation in the conplete absence

of a cap.

As explained in the Record of Decision, the primary risk at the EDMSite is from contact
with the waste, not from contam nated ground water. The RCRA cap will have a double |iner
and two feet of vegetated soil. The prinmary liner will be very thick, tough, and seanmed
pol yethyl ene plastic. In the unlikely event that cap failure devel oped that woul d al | ow
contact with the waste, it should develop slowy and early indications of problens would
be obvious fromvisual inspections. Additionally, the site will be fenced and access
restricted.

13) Comment: The public asked who would maintain responsibility for long termnonitoring
and nmi ntenance if Lucent were to go bankrupt and EPA were dissol ved.

Response: One resident expressed concern about the very long termcap nonitoring

responsi bilities and asked what woul d happen if Lucent Technol ogi es went bankrupt. EPA has
installed cap systens at nmany Superfund Sites that do not have a viable responsible party
to inplenent the renedial action. At these Sites, EPA hired contractors to install the cap
and nmay use contractors for future nonitoring using the CERCLA trust fund. EPA could do
this at the EDM Site if necessary, or the PADEP might performthis function, in the
unlikely event that EPA was di ssolved. EPA entered into de mninis settlenents with
nunmerous PRPs at the site and over two nillion dollars are avail abl e which can be used for
cleanup work at this Site

Public Health Concerns

14) Comment: Several people expressed a belief that cancer rates and other illnesses are
elevated in the area, and that the Agency for Toxi ¢ Substances and D sease Registry shoul d
performa health assessnent or, at a mninmum interview nearby residents.

Response: EPA contacted the ATSDR after the public neeting and expl ained the public's
concerns. The ATSDR has inspected the EDM Site and has net with several concerned
citizens. The ATSDR is currently assessing what actions are appropriate to follow up on
the public’s concerns

15) Comment: Several peopl e asked whether EPA had followed up to see if EDMs workers had
unusual health probl ens, and suggested that ATSDR should include this in their assessnent.

Response: EPA expl ai ned these suggestions to the ATSDR, however, the ATSDR has expl ai ned
to EPA that this may be very difficult. The ATSDR is currently assessing what actions are
appropriate to follow up on the public’'s concerns. Detail ed questions shoul d be addressed
by Tom Stukas fromthe ATSDR at (215)814-3142

16) Comment: Several residents expressed concerns about dust and wind dispersal of fluff
fromthe site potentially producing potential health problens. One nearby resident
expressed concerns about the health effect of exposure to the plastic odor that enanates
fromthe fluff pile. One person stated that the fluff dispersal back in the early 1980" s
was so bad that visible fluff could be seen accunul ati ng on wi ndowsills. One person asked
whet her EPA had ever tested Homet own houses and busi nesses for fluff-related contani nants
and asserted that EPA should do so.



Response: EPA has noted the plastic onsite snmell, especially in warmweather. The

pl astics, polyethylene and polyvinyl chloride are not volatile and should not produce an
odor. The netals at the site and the PCBs are al so not volatile. The nost volatile
conmpound of concern is bis(2-ethyl hexyl) phthal ate. EPA had previously conducted air
nmonitoring at the site for the major conpounds including | ead, PCBs and bis (2-ethyl hexyl)
phthal ate. The results showed that these conpounds were bel ow OSHA standards for conpounds
in the air and particles of dust. These sanples are in the Adnministrative Record in a
Report produced by LAW Engi neering and Environnental Services dated Septenber 21, 1994. To
verify the safety of the public fromair emssions prior to issuing the proposed plan, EPA
asked the Region 3 air division to performsone sinplified air nodeling for bis

(2-ethyl hexyl) phthal ate. The nodel used the known concentrations of this conpound in the
fluff and the extent of the pile to determine if the expected level in air would be safe.
This nodeling supported the earlier finding that there was not an unacceptable risk from
air emissions at the Site. Any air emssions at a distance fromthe Site would be further
diluted as the air fromthe site mxes with offsite air. The cap will be installed with a
gas collection systemand if nonitoring of the landfill gas shows that air pollution
controls are necessary to protect public health or to abate a nuisance snell, appropriate
air pollution controls will be installed

One resident stated that when EDM was operating, fluff dispersal was so wi despread that it
accunul ated on windowsills. EPA has seen no evidence of w despread w nd di spersal even on
the perineter of the Site. Concentrations of contam nants drop dramatically with the

di stance fromthe fluff pile. Trees on the north, south and west sides of the site act as
a windbreak and the fluff pile is in a ravine bel ow higher ground to the east. The east
side of the site is uphill to buildings which also act as a wind barrier. There nay have
been sone isolated incidents of fluff dispersal when the pile was new, but EPA does not
beli eve that there has been wi despread dispersal that would justify sanpling residences
and buil dings in Hometown. The prinmary contamnants in the fluff are | ead and phthal at es.
Bot h of these conpounds can be found in | ead paint used on hones, and vinyl siding. Lead
can be elevated from | eaded gas auto em ssions, pesticides and other sources. Phthal ates
are ubiquitous and are found al nost everywhere. Determination of the source woul d depend
on actually seeing fluff in the soils sanples. EPA does not believe this effort is
justified. Additionally, the installation of the cap will prevent any additiona
particulate mgration.

17) Comment: Several other peopl e expressed ecol ogi cal concerns about fluff dispersal by
wind. Ctizens were also concerned that aninmals in the state ganel ands coul d i ngest
contam nants and then be eaten by hunters produci ng hunan exposure to Site contam nants.

Response: The Site is fenced, and while deer have occasionally visited the site, the
contam nants are closely bound to the fluff and are not mgrating significantly. Fluff

di spersal into the ganelands would prinmarily be in the streamand if on the ground, woul d
be shortly covered by | eaves and vegetation. PCBs are the only conpound which
significantly bioaccunul ates, and the PCBs are bound in the plastic and do not |each
significantly when the synthetic |eaching procedure (SPLP) test is used. The SPLP m mcs
the effect of acid rain on material that is in the open or covered, but is not inside a
landfill. Capping the Site will elimnate contact with the pile and the soil cleanup wll
reduce contam nants in the surrounding soils.

18) Comment: WIIl EPA wait for ATSDR to conplete a new report or Health Assessnment? The
remedy has been del ayed so long, why not wait until ATSDR has conpleted its investigation
so that EPA has all the facts before neking a decision

Response: EPA did not believe that it was necessary to delay the Record of Decision until
ATSDR conpleted its consultation; however because of w despread public concerns, EPA
decided to wait until the ATSDR conpleted its health consultation. The Health Consultation
concl uded that the ROD woul d be protective of public health as long as EPA i npl enents the
foll owi ng reconmendati on:



EPA shoul d i npl enent deed restrictions to prevent residential devel opnment or other use by
young children (e.g., playgrounds, child care facilities) on the uncapped area of the
Site.

EPA added this institutional control to the ROD. The Heal th Consul tation has been pl aced
in the adninistrative record.

Surface Water and Leachate Concerns

19) Comment: Several individuals expressed concern about |eachate seeps which drain into
the Little Schuylkill River. They noted that the quality of the Little Schuylkill River
upstreamof the site has inproved dramatically and that fish are returning to the river
They expressed concern that the | eachate seeps are a threat to the health of the river

Response: The PADEP sanpled the Little Schuylkill River upstream and downstream of the
EDM site in Decenber 2000. The results of this sanpling show that contam nants are not
being el evated by the EDM Site and that the river quality above and below the Site is

essentially the sane.

20) Comment: Does EPA test for PCBs and Dioxins in the | eachate? If not, how do we know
t hese conpounds are not present?

Response: EPA sanpled a wide array of Site contamnants prior to the treatnent plant
upgrade. The current analysis is based on the PADEP's requirenents in the now expired
NPDES permit. This required sanpling and analysis for a limted nunber of contam nants and
paraneters. The permt required routine (nmonthly) sanpling/analysis for chem cal and

bi ol ogi cal oxygen denand, total suspended solids, zinc and pH Quarterly sanpling added

al um num copper, iron, |ead, nanganese and chloroformto the |list of conpounds for

anal ysi s.

I n Decenber 2000, the PADEP sanpl ed | eachate, shallow ground water, treatnent plant
influent, treatnent plant effluent, the unnaned tributary and the Little Schuylkill River
PCBs were not detected in any of the sanples, even in the | eachate ( detection |evel of 10
ppb). This is expected because PCBs are large nolecules with | ow water solubility and

whi ch are adsorbed onto soils. Dioxins are also very large nolecules with | ow water
solubilities and high concentrations that were limted to one snall area of the burn Site
Al t hough PCBs were widespread through the site, they were not detected in the | eachate

The dioxins were linited to one small burn area and shoul d be adsorbed in the fluff and
soils. Dioxin analysis is extrenely expensive and EPA does not believe that it is
necessary to anal yze the | eachate for dioxins

21) Comment: G tizens expressed concerns regarding fluff entering the Schuylkill R ver
both currently and over the past decade. The surface water ditches get sone runoff water
fromthe surface of the pile. This runoff carries fluff to the unnaned tributary and
subsequently to the Little Schuylkill R ver. One person asked why we didn't intend to find

and cl eanup fluff which escaped into the Little Schuylkill R ver. Several conmentors
expressed a belief that the releases fromthe EDM Site threatened the entire area
including the Schuylkill, its tributaries, and communities downstream

Response: EPA agrees that sone fluff has entered the Little Schuylkill Rver via the
unnaned tributary. EPA will renove contam nated sedinents fromthe unnaned tributary, but
will not investigate or try to renediate the snall anobunts of fluff that have carried into
the Little Schuylkill River downstreamfromthe Site. EPA considered the risk posed by
very small anmounts of widely dispersed fluff to be minor and Iimted the cl eanup of
sedinents to the unnaned tributary. This is discussed further in the Record of Decision
for Qperable Unit 1 and 2 on page 21. The Record of Decision is contained in the

Adm ni strative Record at the Site repository. This Record of Decision states: “Transport
of sedinent does not seemto have a significant effect on the netals concentrations
because sedi ment sanples collected fromthe Little Schuylkill River both upstream and
downstream of the tributary did not significantly differ for netals”.



There are two different types of plastic in the fluff pile which can be separated by

wat er, because pol yvinyl chloride sinks and pol yethyl ene plastic floats. Polyvinyl
chloride contains nost of the Site contam nants. The pol yet hyl ene whi ch contai ned nuch

|l ower levels of contam nants floats and this plastic would be the type nost easily carried
offsite by surface water a | ong distance. The pol yethyl ene poses a negligible threat to
the river ecology. Particles of polyethylene would tend to wash up on sand or nud bars
whil e any PVC which did enter the river would probably distribute to the sedinents on the
bottomof the river. Contaminant |levels in the unnanmed tributary are relatively |ow, and
after dispersal in the Little Schuylkill R ver, would have little inpact. The water
quality of the Little Schuylkill River is generally the sanme upstream and downstream of
the EDM site based on the PADEP' s Decenber 2000 sanpling

22) Comment: Concern was expressed that the current stormmater conveyences are not
adequat e and need to be inproved.

Response: EPA agrees that the stormmater conveyances need to be inproved and this will be
addressed during the design of the cap system

23) Comment: How will EPA renove the sedinments fromthe unnamed tributary? Wat wil
happen to the sedinent? Wien will this happen? Isn't it illegal to excavate the strean?

Response: After the cap renedial action is conpleted, EPA will excavate sedinents in the
unnaned tributary. Sedinents will be excavated until no visible fluff is observed. This
will be perfornmed using a nmethod that will mnimze any destruction of the surrounding
trees and wetlands plants. The excavated sedi nments will be disposed offsite in a nunicipa
landfill. This action is not part of this Record of Decision, but was defined in the first
Record of Decision issued on March 29, 1991. The action will be perforned in conpliance
with the ARARs listed in that ROD.

Due to concerns about the effectiveness of dredging PCB contani nated sedinents in |arge
navi gatabl e waters, a study was perforned by the National Acadeny of Sciences. A
noratoriumis in place on the issuance of new decision docunents requiring dredgi ng of PCB
contam nated sedinents until June 30, 2001 or until EPA has properly considered the NAS
report, whichever cones first. For actions which are planned to begin this year due to
past RODs, EPA Regions are required to consult with EPA Headquarters. This sedi nent

renmoval action is due to a past decision and will not be inplenented for several years.
EPA gui dance and direction on sedinment renovals should be fully evolved by the tinme that
this renmedial action is inplenented.

Renedy Sel ecti on Consi derations and Concern

24) Comment: Many questions were asked about using of the adjacent rail line to either
transport waste fromthe site or to bring naterials into the Site. One resident asked
whet her EPA's analysis for off-site di sposal showing twelve hundred truck trips through
the town was a scare tactic to obtain public acceptance of the capping alternative.
Several people seenmed to believe that if rail were used instead of trucks, the cost of
treatnent and offsite disposal might be conpetitive with capping

Response: EPA is certainly not using the estimate of truck traffic as a scare tactic. This
is generally the transportation node used for scoping cost estinmates at Superfund Sites.
Many Superfund Sites do not have access to rail and trucks are the nost versatile and

wi dely used nethod for transportation of materials at Superfund Sites. Even if rail is
nearby, generally transfer stations or spurs nust be constructed and then trucks used to
nmake the local deliveries. This tends to offset the cost advantage for shipnent by rai

for short-termprojects. Additionally, at sonme sites there has been public resistance to
the construction of a transfer station handling CERCLA waste which has substantially

del ayed progress at those Sites. At the Marjol Battery Site in Region 3, a detailed
conpari son of shipping waste by rail versus truck showed that costs were about the sanme by
the two nethods. Rail shipnment was cheaper per cubic yard, but this advantage was of fset
by the cost of construction of transfer stations.



Comments at the public neeting suggested that residents believed that transportati on costs
were the nmajor cost of the selected renedy for offsite disposal. In fact, transportation
costs are a relatively mnor element in the total cost of the offsite treatnment and

di sposal renedy. The cost of transportation used for the scoping estinmate in the FFS was
$10 per cubic yard of waste. The overall remedy cost was about $95 per cubic yard while
the capping alternative is about $58 per cubic yard. Even if rail shipnments of waste cost
only half that of shipments by truck, the cost of treatnent/offsite disposal would only be
reduced to $90 per cubic yard. This is still far nmore than capping the site would cost.
EPA bel i eves that when the cost of adding a spur and a possible transfer station are added
there would only be a very snall cost savings, or none at all

25) Comment: One resident contended that redevel opnment of the EDM property woul d be nuch
nore attractive if the fluff pile was renoved. Another person comented that they could
not sell their land, once the potential buyer found out about the Site

Response: EPA agrees that the redevel opnent of the EDM property woul d be sonewhat nore
attractive if the fluff pile were renoved. However, nost of the area occupied by the fluff
pile is not |level ground and sl opes downward toward the river. It is much | ess suitable
for devel opnent than the upper area that EPA is trying to provide for devel opnent.

26) Comment: Several residents raised environnental equity concerns about capping the
Site. These residents stated that Honetown already had the Tonnoli Site, the McAdoo Site
and several other environnental problens in the area. Since Honetown al ready has so nany
envi ronnental probl ens, why doesn’t EPA take the waste away?

Response: The use of the termenvironnental equity in this context is different fromthe
way EPA usual ly views environnental equity. This termhas generally been related to
permtting new “dirty” industry in poor or mnority areas that already have high risks due
to other industrial sources. For exanple, in some urban areas, soil lead is high from
years of traffic when |l ead was in gasoline, refineries and other industrial sources are
em tting various carcinogens which nay already cause risks to residents above EPA s
acceptable levels. This termwould generally be used in relation to a permtting decision
to allow a new industry to be sited in the areas that would further increase the chem ca
burden on the residents already exposed to unhealthy |evels of contam nants.

The Tonolli and McAdoo Sites have been renedi ated by EPA, reducing the risk to Homet own
residents, and EPA is not permtting a new source of contami nation into the Honetown area
EPA is in fact trying to further reduce the risk to Hometown residents by capping the EDM
Site and preventing any future exposure to contam nants. EPA' s nine decision criteria do
not include the presence of other waste sites, or industrial sources of pollution. EPA has
nmade its decision based on the nine criteria for renedy sel ection, environnenta
regul ati ons and EPA policy.

27) Comment: (One person suggested that EPA require Lucent to pay the cost of the cap and
to have the Superfund trust fund cover the additional costs of treating the waste and
sending it for offsite disposal

Response: This is not a viable option under current |aw, regulations and policy. EPA
determ nes the appropriate renmedy for the Site regardl ess of who may conduct the cl eanup
and then negotiates a cleanup agreenent or orders a site cleanup when a responsible party
is available. If there are no viable responsible parties, EPA conducts the cleanup using
the CERCLA trust fund (Superfund).

28) Comment: One person asked why EPA couldn’t just incinerate all of the fluff?

Response: On-site incineration is both expensive and has generally been unpopular with the
public due to concerns about dioxin em ssion. Additionally, PVC can be a precursor for
di oxi n production as evidenced by the fires in the fluff which produced dioxin. At another
fluff site, pilot incinerator studies at the MVSite produced hi gh enough | evels of dioxin
t hat EPA abandoned its plan to incinerate the fluff and sel ected another technology. If



the waste were sent offsite, acceptance might be a probl em because incinerators al so have
chlorine emssion limts. The incinerator mght only be able to process the waste very
slowy to avoid exceeding its chlorine limts. Incineration is also very expensive and EPA
woul d probably need to send the waste a very |long distance to an incinerator outside of
Pennsyl vani a.

29) Comment: Local landfills cannot accept PCBs without a permt nodification. However
Congressman Hol den stated his belief that if offsite disposal were selected the permt
probl ens coul d be worked out.

Response: EPA is certain that Congressnan Hol den woul d have hel ped facilitate permt

nodi fication approval if EPA had selected offsite disposal. There were however many ot her
factors for EPA to consider which led to selection of the on- site containnent
alternative.

30) Comment: (One person noted that EPA, Lucent and el ected officials were approached by a
group that wanted to take all of the EDMwaste away in railcars. Wiy didn't EPA just
accept their offer to take the waste offsite in railcars?

Response: EPA assunes that the resident was referring to a conpany, which frequently
contacted Lucent Technol ogi es, EPA and Congressman Hol den during 1999. Unfortunately, this
conpany reveal ed no details at all regarding its plans for the waste, asserting that their
plan was proprietary. EPA received periodic letters and phone calls fromthis organization
whi ch was eager to solve the disposal problemat EDM but would only reveal its plans if
the EPA were willing to sign a secrecy agreenent. EPA's |lawers indicated that this was
not appropriate. EPA tried to convey that the Superfund process cannot operate in a secret
manner, and that EPA nust submit a relatively detailed plan to the public for public
comrent. EPA did |ocate a web site which showed that one of the organization's activities
was construction of extrenely | ow cost housing for the third world. EPA inforned this
organi zation in a letter that EPA did not know what their plans were for the EDM waste
plastic, but construction of |ow cost housing with this waste plastic would be
unaccept abl e. The plastic contains PCBs, |ead and other chem cals, which unless properly
processed and encapsul ated by a material with long termresistance to the el enents, could
potentially harmchildren if they were directly exposed to this plastic. This organization
st opped contacting EPA and EPA never |earned what they actually planned to do with this
mat eri al

31) Comment: (ne resident asked about the cost of treatnent and offsite disposal if copper
was recovered. Early estimates indicated the presence of $ 8 mllion worth of copper in
the pile which could be used to offset the treatment costs?

Response: The actual recoverable copper was much less than initially expected. Sone of the
copper could not be separated fromthe plastic insulation. Mich of the exposed copper and
al um num had oxi di zed and was not recoverable. As detailed in the Focused Feasibility
Study, it would actually cost nore to extract the copper than the value of the copper
Copper separation would not yield any noney to offset treatnent costs

32) Comment: EPA favored treatnment until Lucent Technol ogi es suggested capping the Site
Wiy di d EPA change its preference to capping just because Lucent proposed cappi ng?

Response: EPA has an obligation to select safe, ARARs conpliant, cost effective renedia
actions which are consistent with other renedies at simlar sites. EPA did not solicit the
cappi ng addendumto the Focused Feasibility and Lucent submtted the capping alternative
late in the process. Lucent should have included capping early in the FFS devel opnent and
shoul d have conducted studies of the fluff to determine if capping was technically viable
during the FFS. However, capping is a renedial alternative that has been used at nany
simlar sites, and the Proposed Plan issued in July 1992 actually listed capping as the
contingency alternative if the preferred renedial action (recycling) could not be

i npl enented. Since Lucent Technol ogi es woul d al nost certainly bear the burden of the cost
of the remedial action, and since EPA had actually proposed capping as a conti ngency



alternative in the 1992 Proposed Plan, EPA allowed Lucent to conduct studies to determ ne
if capping was a viable alternative. This did cause a |ong del ay while capping studies
were perforned, the risk assessnent was revi ewed and cl eanup | evels for soil outside the
cap were devel oped. The results of these studies indicated that capping the site was
technically acceptable and that simlar sites have generally been capped. |f EPA pl anned
to select treatment and offsite disposal, Region 3 would first need to brief EPA s renedy
revi ew board i n EPA Headquarters. The renedy revi ew board nust review all remedi es which
are above $10 nillion, and are 50% or nore expensive than another renedy which is
protective and conplies with ARARs. The review board was fornmed to pronote nationa

consi stency and to encourage cost effective renmedial actions. EPA Region 3 revi ewed ot her
simlar sites in the Region 3 and concluded that capping was consistent with many previous
decisions at simlar Site and EPA therefore allowed Lucent to include capping as a renedy
in the FFS.

M scel | aneous Comment s _and Concer ns

33) Comment: (ne person asked where the data is located for past soil sanpling and the
statistical analysis which produced the contami nant levels used in the risk assessnment. He
al so asked how the di oxin and PCB hot spots were determ ned

Response: The data is located in the Renedial Investigation Report, in the Adm nistrative
Record file kept at the Rush Township building, R D 1, Tanaqua, PA 18252 and at the U S
EPA O'fice in Philadel phia at 1650 Arch Street, Philadel phia, PA 19103-2029.

Soils Data can be found at the followi ng locations in the Adm nistrative Record

Remedi al Investigation, Section 3.4 Surface and Subsurface Soil Investigation at page
AR303074, Section 4.1 Fluff Characterization Results page AR303114, Section 4.3 Soi
Characterizati on Results page AR303125, PCB Analytical results on Figure 4-2.

Feasibility Study, Results of Rl Report - Fluff and Soils results, pages
AR303486- AR303491

Detail s of Endangernent Assessnent (The Ri sk Assessnent) - pages AR303504- AR303543.

The nost detailed fluff and soil presentation is given in the risk assessnent which has
the statistical analysis of contam nants including averages, and ranges for the site
contam nants in each nedia. Tables outline risk assunptions and how the risk nunbers were
calculated. Since this tine, there has been additional data collected during the design
phase and during the devel opnent of the ROD. Most of this data has been placed in the

adm nistrative record, but sone additional data is only in the EPA Site file.

34) Comment: Wiy did EPA allow the creation of this nassive waste pile and why did EPA
al | ow di oxi ns, one of the nobst toxic chem cal conpounds, to be disposed at the Site?

Response: The di sposal of chipped plastic fromthe wire recycling operations ended in
1978. The EPA did not have any authority over solid and hazardous waste until the RCRA and
CERCLA acts were passed in 1980. During the creation of this pile, the waste was only
regul ated by the state, county and | ocal regulations. The portion of EPA which regul ates
solid and hazardous waste did not even exist.

Di oxi ns were never disposed at the Site. Several fires occurred in the fluff pile in the

1970s, which produced the dioxins. D oxins are produced in snoldering fires when chlorine
and ot her organic precursor nol ecules are present. The dioxin contam nated fluff has been
removed fromthe Site and sent for incineration under an EPA order to Lucent Technol ogi es.

35) Comment: (ne resident asked why EPA didn't have better warning signs, since he had
never seen the Site.



Response: The purpose of the warning signs is to keep the public fromentering the fenced
and gated property. Hopefully, these warning signs would prevent trespassers fromclinbing
into the fenced area. The resident had never seen the site and therefore had never seen
the signs. H's comrents suggested that EPA should have a |l arge sign sonewhere to notify
the public of the presence of a Superfund Site, rather than a sign to prevent access. It
is unnecessary for EPA to “advertise” the presence of the Site

36) Comment: (One resident suggested that the past Project Manager may have been
involuntarily renoved as nanager, because he was agai nst capping the fluff pile. The sane
person alleged that the current project officer showed little interest in the Site, due to
the fact that he had never contacted himto see | eachate probl ens which existed on the
hillside west of the Site. The sane person inplied that the Site had been noving in the
right direction until Steve Donohue was renoved and the new proj ect nmanager pronoted
contai nnent. The person al so noted nunerous other problens that have not been addressed

properly.

Response: The previous project nanager asked for assistance because of a very intense
workl oad at the Tonnolli landfill in the Fall of 1998. The current project nanager offered
assistance. At this point, the Focused Feasibility Study and the cap addendum was recei ved
and di scussed with EPA nanagenent. The previous project manager attended the Decenber 1998
neeting, when Lucent asked to include the cap as an alternative. At this neeting, EPA's
nanagenent agreed, subject to studies showed that capping was viable to allow Lucent to
include capping as an alternative in the FFS. The previous project nanager then accepted a
new position at EPA. The decision to accept a new position was absolutely voluntary.

The resi dent expressed satisfaction with the previous project manager’s perfornmance and
nenti oned several site visits where | eachate seeps were pointed out to the previous

proj ect manager. The resident appeared angry that the current project nmanager had never
contacted himto discuss the site. This puzzled the current project nanager, because this
resi dent had never contacted him and the previous project nmanager had never nentioned the
resident as a contact. Additionally, the resident’s seened to blane the current project
officer for possible | eachate seeps near the river and for the existing operations of the
treatnent plant, all of which were designed and installed before the current Project
Manager was assi gned. The current project nmanager will address these problens if they are
due to the landfill, when the | eachate collections systemis rel ocated

The residents prinmary concern was the health of the Little Schuylkill River. The recent
sanpling by the PADEP has shown that the river has not been inpacted by Site contam nants,
regardl ess of any current seeps that may exist. Iron and nanganese are very high in the
area and seeps nmay actually be springs unrelated to the EDMSite. EPAw Il try to locate
these seeps in the Spring

37) Comment: Wiy isn't public opinion the nost inportant factor in EPA' s decision, since
the public affected are the taxpayers

Response: The public is a very broad termwhich includes nany stakehol ders, including
industry, environnental organizations, nearby residents and taxpayers. Residents living
close to a Superfund site often feel that only they are the “public” and that no cost is
too high to conpletely renmove the material fromtheir community. However, the other

st akehol ders often have a very different perspective. Congress considers these differing
views when crafting environnental |aws, and EPA al so takes public comment when issuing new
regul ati ons. The agency devel oped the nine criteria to gui de EPA decisi on nakers when

sel ecting renedi al actions. Thus, EPA nust consider nany other factors in addition to the
public acceptance of the community living close to the Superfund Site

38) Comment: A comment was received that the agencies which allowed the creation of the
fluff pile should be held liable as PRPs and should contribute noney to fund the offsite
di sposal alternative



Response: To be liable as a PRP, an agency woul d have had to di spose of waste, or arrange
for disposal of waste at the EDM Site. To EPA's know edge there are no agenci es that neet
that criteria.

39) Comment: Instead of capping the Site, EPA should select Sol vated El ectron Technol ogy
to destroy the contam nants.

Response: Sol vated El ectron Technology is an interesting and effective treatnent for the
destruction of very toxic conpounds (i.e. PCBs, dioxins, chem cal weapons) in certain
situations. This would not be an appropriate technology for the EDM Site for nany reasons.
The prinmary conpound of concern at the Site is |lead and sol vated el ectron technol ogy woul d
not reduce the toxicity or nobility of the lead. This process uses netallic sodi um and
liquid ammoni a, both of which are dangerous substances to store in large quantities on a
Superfund Site. The process generates gases and the potential for explosions if not
handl ed properly. Mterials should be dry before treatnment and therefore, the process
woul d need an expensive thernal desorption or drying pre-treatnent step. The primary
reaction results in renmoval of chlorine atons and instead of reacting only with PCBs and
di oxins, the reagent may react with the chlorine in the PVC. The reagent reacts with
netal s and nost of the reagent might be used up reacting with netals and PVC instead of
the nost toxic constituents. Additionally, the reaction is not simlar to incineration

whi ch produces carbon di oxi de and water as final products, instead, this type of reaction
strips chlorine atonms and can form new nol ecul es of unknown toxicity. Tests with the fluff
materi al woul d be necessary to determ ne these products. This process is expensive and is
highly corrosive to the treatnent vessels. Therefore, very expensive alloys would need to
be used in the treatnent vessels, increasing the cost. Lead would still need another type
of treatnment afterwards to pass the TCLP test prior to disposal

EPA contacted its research and devel opnent |lab to discuss this technology with its
techni cal experts. They concurred that while this technology is very good for certain
materials with very high toxicity, low water and netals content, it is not appropriate for
the EDM Site. At the EDM Site, the treatnent train would need to include separation of
debris fromthe fluff, thermal desorption or a rotary dryer, solvated el ectron technol ogy,
and stabilization of lead. This would produce an extrenely expensive renedial action. The
residual treated material nmay have a strong ammoni a snell, producing a public nuisance or
woul d require additional nmeasures to prevent air emssions. This process has some
excel l ent applications, but is not appropriate for the EDMSite

40) Comment: Congressman Ti m Hol den expressed frustration with the |ong delay and EPA s
preferred alternative

Response: EPA is also frustrated by the long delay in this project. The EDM Site is
unusual Iy conpl ex, because although the waste is a common plastic, the waste does contain
PCBs, |ead, dioxin and other chem cals. The presence of |ead, PCBs and di oxins creates a
very difficult regulatory situation and sonmewhat limts EPA's options. The extrenely |arge
volume of nmaterial also presents a substantial problem EPA |ost several years trying to
develop a way to recycle this material. EPA believes this was a justified effort and if it
coul d have been realized, all of the fluff would have been renoved fromthe conmunity.
Unfortunately, this was not possible and it was then necessary to explore other options
and several years were consunmed by this process. Selecting a renedy for the fluff was a
difficult decision for EPA because of the very strong |ocal opposition to the cap. The
technical facts, regulations and policy support capping as the appropriate renedial action
at the EDM Site.

41) Comment: One comment suggested that EPA keep its promise to renove all the fluff from
the Site. This prom se was nade when EPA intended to recycle the fluff.

Response: EPA never promised that it would renove all the fluff fromthe Site. EPA did

sel ect a recycling renedy which by its fundamental process, would have resulted in a
removal of all fluff fromonsite. EPA believed that it was possible to inplenment this
remedy and was strongly commtted to its success. Unfortunately this was not possible. EPA



also would like to remind the public that the original Proposed Plan for the fluff which
preferred a recycling renedial action |listed capping as a contingency alternative if
recycling proved inpractical.

Pennsyl vani a Departnment of Environmental Protection

1) PADEP' s Comment: The Proposed Pl an does not fully recogni ze the Pennsyl vani a Land
Recycl i ng and Environmental Remedi ation Standards Act (Act 2.) The Department reasserts
that Act 2 and the regul ati ons promul gated under Act 2, Chapter 250, Adm nistration of the
Land Recycling Program are ARARs for the remedy sel ected under CERCLA 121(d)(2) for this
Site. Act 2 allows three options for attaining renediation standards. They are found in
Chapter 250 and consi st of the Background Standard (Subchapter B), Statew de Health

St andards (Subchapter C) and Site Specific Standards (Subchapter D). An eval uation of one
of these three options, or a conbination of the options, may be incorporated to obtain the
remedi ati on standard under Pennsylvania law. In addition, Subchapter C, Section 250.305
specifically requires the soil renediation standard to be the |ower [nore stringent]

medi um specific soil concentrations for the direct contact or the soil to ground water
pat hways. An equival ency denonstration [ground water nodeling] can be substituted for the
soil to ground water nuneric value using sanpling data and fate and transport anal ysis of
the regul ated substance in accordance with Chapter 250, Section 250.308.

EPA' s proposed soil cleanup standards for |ead (1000 ng/ kg) and bi s(2-ethyl hexyl)

pht hal ate- al so known as DEHP (500 ng/ kg) based on direct contact risks exceed the
Departments Statewi de Health Standards for |ead (450 ng/kg) and DEHP (130 ng/ kg) based on
soil to ground water pathway values at the Site. A so, EPA has not denonstrated that the
proposed nunbers woul d neet any of the standards under Act 2. EPA needs to denonstrate
that the chenical -specific ARARS will be net for this Site. If EPA chooses not to accept
the Department’s nore stringent ARARs, the Commonweal th nmay i ssue a non-concurrence
[letter of disagreenent] with the ROD.

EPA' s Response: Act 2 of the Land Recycling programis the statutory authority for the
State’s regul ations for the cleanup of contam nated sites. These state regul ati ons have
two different sets of nunmerical cleanup standards for soils. One set of these nunerical
standards is based on direct contact with the waste, and the other set of nunerical
standards is based on protection of ground water.

These nunbers were revised foll owi ng i ssuance of the Proposed Plan. Further, these new

| evel s address the PADEP' s concerns. Due to public concerns about the long term
reliability and safety of the selected remedy, due to the presence of multiple

contami nants and an aggregate risk that was at the higher end of EPA's acceptable risk
range, and because of BTAG s recommendati ons, EPA has decreased the cl eanup |evels for the

conpounds above to | evels belowthe ACT Il levels cited above. EPA al so considered the ACT
Il levels as part of its decision to |ower the levels. Therefore, the asserted ARAR i s not
stricter than the Federal standard and therefore ACT Il is not an ARAR for this ROD. This

reduction in dioxin and phthal ate | evel produced an aggregate risk closer to the center of
EPA' s acceptabl e risk range and nmet the BTAG s nost stringent phthal ate cl eanup |evel. The
reduction of |lead to 400 ppb was made in considerati on of the presence of other

contam nants. It al so provides the community assurance that even if the fence was not

mai ntai ned, the lead | evels would be safe even for children. The lead is al so confined
close to the surface and has not migrated deep into soils. EPA believes that if the dioxin
and phthal ate cleanup |l evels are achieved, in nost areas, the | ead standard will be net
and that the incremental additional cost of |owering the |ead cleanup level will be small.

2) Comment: The Department reserves the right to assert our ARARs [ Environnent al

Regul ations] for the renedial design and renedial action of the selected renedy including,
but not limted to: closure requirenents; subbase requirements; |eachate and shal | ow
ground water collection systens and their maintenance; |eachate and ground water treatnent
systens; di scharge and mai ntenance; ground water nonitoring systens and plans; ground

wat er diversion trenches and di scharge; surface water nmanagenent systens; etc.



Response: Rel evant and Appropriate ARARs nust be set specifically at the tine of the
Record of Decision. Under CERCLA, the PADEP cannot assert new ARARs |ater at the tine of
the Remedi al Design or Remedial Action. However, EPA will work closely with the PADEP
during the review of the Renedi al Design and Renedial Action to nake sure that PADEP s
substantive techni cal concerns are addressed.

3) Comment: The Department is concerned about the | eachate collection systemat the Site
Leachat e seeps have occurred periodically on- site and neasures have been taken to correct
t hese probl ens. However, the problens seemto resurface. For an in-place closure renedy, a
permanent solution to the | eachate collection systemneeds to be available. One of the
factors that may be affecting proper |eachate nanagenent is the presence of iron feeding
bacteria or other forms of bacteria that can cause clogging in the | eachate nanagenent
systens. The Site treatnent plant had problens with bacteria clogging in the sand filters/
i on exchange system The addition of the biological treatment plant has hel ped resol ve
this issue. The Departnent and the PRPs are going on-Site on Monday, Decenber 18, 2000 to
visually exam ne the pipe bedding nmaterial to ensure that there are no clogs outside the
pipe, or within the collection envelope, that are restricting or preventing | eachate from
getting into the conveyance pipe

It is critical to the entire design of this proposed capping renedy to address the
concerns of effective |eachate collection and specifically, whether this can be
acconplished at this Site given the currently known | eachate constituents, rai nwater pH
ground water chem stry, and clog naterial analysis. Ongoing mai ntenance i ssues should be
considered to ensure that the final design can be constructed such that any nai ntenance
probl ens are defined and able to be readily resol ved without the need for a major
excavation. Specific clogging prevention nmeasures should be suppl enented [ supported by
docunents showi ng the effectiveness of these neasures] with the rel evant technica
literature that has been denonstrated to be both feasible and effective at other sites
The cl oggi ng nechani sns should be simlar to this Site [So that the solutions will be
effective] and the renedi es shoul d address cloggi ng prevention to ensure that they do not
becone | ong-term nai nt enance problens following the placenment of the synthetic capping
system

Response: EPA accepts the PADEP' s comments and will address themduring the renedi al
design. The first Record of Decision required an upgrade of the |eachate collection and
treatnent system This nust be nmintained and the renedial goal of that action is to
elimnate | eachate seeps and to collect contam nated | eachate. Every subsurface ground
water or |eachate collection or injection systemw |l need periodic nmaintenance. There is
no solution that will prevent sone clogging and buildup in any extracti on system whether
it is an extraction well or a |leachate collection trench. EPA views this problemas a

mai nt enance i ssue rather than as a decision criteria.

There are several nechanisns that foul any extraction and | eachate collection system over
tinme. The first mechanismis sinply the filtration effect of fines becomng trapped in the
pores near a | eachate collection systemor extraction well. This gradually leads to
reduced yields as the porosity is decreased over tine. The second is bacterial growth due
to the nutrients present which often are the contami nants of concern. Iron and nanganese
are at high levels in background ground water and these netals can be used as a food
source by certain bacteria producing fouling. As iron bacteria formations mature, they
becone mneralized, further reducing the porosity of the formation. Additionally, nethane
formati on under a landfill is generally anaerobic due to nethane formation. This produces
an environnment which nobilizes iron and other nmetals, which then oxidize once they reach a
source of oxygen in a discharge area, producing the characteristically rust colored

| eachate seeps. There is nothing that unique in the EDM geol ogi cal environnent and these
probl ens nmust be dealt with in the naintenance plan. There are nethods to nanage these
probl ens, but nothing will elimnate these problens. EPA will require whatever maintenance
is needed to control the | eachate seeps.

4) Comment: The NPDES permit expired in 1997 and was not renewed. A determ nation was nmade
that a permt is not required under CERCLA, however the plant nust neet all the permt



equi val ent requirenments. The Departnent will reevaluate nonitoring and effluent limt
requirenents during the renedi al design/ renedial action.

Response: After the PADEP finalizes the new NPDES | evel s, EPA and Lucent will review the
new limts to be applied to the effluent fromthe treatnent plant.

5) Comment: The remedy should conply with all State and Local ARARs including stormwater
nmanagenent. The |l ocal authorities should be notified and involved at the beginning of the
remedi al design process.

Response: EPA agrees that the renedy should conply with all ARARs asserted during the FS
and the ROD comment period. EPA will keep the local officials informed during the Renedi al
Desi gn and Renedi al Action.

6) Comment: During regulatory review, it was discovered that a proposed revision to the
Uni versal Waste Rule in February for PCB LDRs of 1000 ppm EPA should investigate the
final status of this rule. Depending on when it is finalized, the cost of the renoval
options could be greatly reduced.

Response: This coment was di scussed with the Region 3, RCRA Land D sposal Restriction
contact, M. Douglas Donor. He gave ne the follow ng expl anati on:

“EPA did publish a proposed rule on February 16, 2000 in the FR that was a proposed revision to the
LDR Phase |1V Rule (not the Universal Waste regulations). As a proposed Rule it is not effective. EPA
has recogni zed that the Underlyi ng hazardous constituents (UHCs), which includes PCBs, and have a LDR
Uni versal Treatnent Standards (UTS) of 10 ppm is a problemin cleanups. If the alternative soil
standard is allowed for PCBs the LDR standard could either be 90%reduction or treated to no | ower
than 10X the UTS, or 100 ppm This has been a problemat many sites with PCB waste, especially since
EPA issued a Final PCB Rul e on June 29, 1998 that allowed bul k PCB remedi ati on waste including soils
containing up to 50 ppm PCBs to be disposed without treatment in either a RCRA subtitle C or a TSCA
(but not a municipal) landfill. If the revision to the LDR Phase |1V becones final, EPA would change
the LDR soil standard for PCBs to 1000 ppm the old LDR California List standard. Al though any soil
contam nated with PCBs at | ess than 1000 ppm woul d be out of RCRA, the disposal would still be subject
to TSCA unl ess they were less than 50 ppm | do not believe any TSCA waste can go to a nunici pal
landfill unless that landfill also has a TSCA permt. If the waste is to be disposed prior to EPA s

i ssuance of a Final Rule, which will have to adopted by the States, that soil would have to neet the
current LDR treatnent standard for PCBs as a UHC, of either 10 ppmfor as-generated waste, or 100 ppm
for PCBs in soil. Since PADEP adopts changes to Federal |aw by reference, at the time it becones
effective, it will be effective in Pennsylvania.” ”

In summary, there is no relief until the newregulation is passed, and we would still have
to treat waste to 10 ppmor 100 ppmin soils. Additionally, although the soil would not be
subject to RCRA, we would have to send the treated soil to a TSCA landfill at great

expense. The change in the RCRA rule is for soils bel ow 1000 ppmonly and woul d not exenpt
the fluff. There are 250,000 cubic yards of fluff and we only expect there to be about

10, 000 cubic yards of soil. This regulatory change would a significant difference in the
factors which led to the selected renedy even if it does eventually go through. It would
not substantially reduce costs for disposal.

7) Response: The Departnent shares EPA's desire to provide land at the Site for potential
redevel opnent. However, the primary concern at the Site for an in- place closure renedy
shoul d be the best design of the landfill closure. If creating | and for redevel opnent
conprom ses the quality of the landfill design, for exanple, by placenent of the
additional waste in proximty to the surface water or by increasing the steepness of the
sl opes, the plan should be elim nated.

Response: EPA will work closely with the PADEP during the design review to nake sure that
the cap is designed properly. EPA did not specify exactly how nmuch | and can be nade

avai |l abl e and the design of the cap will not be conmprom sed to provide for usable |and.
EPA and Lucent believe sonme |and can be supplied without conprom sing the renedy, although



at a slight increase in cost.
Lucent Technol ogi es

Note: Al of Lucent’s commrents supported the preferred alternative, did not ask any
questions and, therefore, no response i s necessary.
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